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Abstract
Conner, Kemmashela Taneka. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May, 2017.
Investigating the Relationship of the Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM) and
Academic Growth of Fourth and Fifth Grade Students in a West Tennessee Urban
School District. Major Professor: Reginald Leon Green, Ed.D.
Despite billions of federal dollars spent and the implementation of various
instructional programs, American students lag behind many of their foreign allies
academically. Given that teachers are responsible for providing instruction to
students, teacher effectiveness has become a major focus of educational reform.
Policy makers, school districts and school leaders seek to identify fundamental
components of effective teaching and essential traits of effective teachers. The key to
identifying effective teachers is the ability to evaluate them using a valid and reliable
instrument that measures the right components.
This quantitative study examined if the Teacher Effectiveness Measure model
components (i.e., Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System data, student survey
responses, teacher observation scores, and teacher professionalism scores) effectively
gauged teacher effectiveness. The extent of the impact was established by analyzing
the relationships of these components as compared to student academic growth
outcomes. The foundational theory of this research is Hersey-Blanchard’s Situational
Leadership Theory, which indicates that the situation, environment, and maturity
level of followers determine leadership design and no single “best” style of leadership
exists.
A secondary analysis of existing data was conducted using correlational
statistics. Correlational research investigated the strength of the relationship between
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various variables: 1) teacher observation scores and student academic growth, 2)
student perception survey responses and student academic growth, 3) teacher
professionalism scores and student academic growth, and 4) teacher observation
scores and student perception survey responses. A total of 200 fourth and fifth grade
teachers were selected for the study, and the sample was representative of a school
district in the state of Tennessee.
The data analysis of this research revealed that components of the Teacher
Effectiveness Measure model have a significant influence on effectively gauging
teacher effectiveness. Results of the study indicated that significant relationships
existed between 1) teacher observation scores and student academic growth, 2)
teacher professionalism scores and student academic growth, 3) student perception
survey scores and student academic growth, and 4) teacher observation scores and
student perception survey responses. In conclusion, it was determined from this study
that these measures were internally consistent. The findings of this research have the
potential to inform policy makers, school leaders, and classroom teachers’ insight
regarding teacher evaluation design models that offer an accurate and comprehensive
picture of teachers’ influence on student academic success, professional development
needs, and human capital decisions.
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Chapter 1
Introduction to the Study
We are in a period of changing standards and competencies and increased
accountability measures. One of the major reasons we are in this period is a lack of
student achievement (United States Department of Education, 2009). The new
accountability movement advocates that principals become instructional leaders.
However, to fulfill this new role, principals need assistance, and this assistance comes
from teachers. Given that teachers provide instructions to students, a critical aspect
of the principal’s new role is to select and employ highly effective teachers.
Therefore, it is essential that instructional leaders are able to identify teacher
effectiveness, which has become a top priority in education.
Teacher accountability has become a major focus of educational reform. This
practice reached full prominence in 2009 when the No Child Left Behind Act did not
reach its stated objective of closing the achievement gap for minorities, English
language learners, students with disabilities, and the socioeconomically
disadvantaged; was slow in being renewed; and was eventually replaced by Race to
the Top (Tennessee Department of Education, 2014). Race to the Top focused on
enhanced student achievement and teacher effectiveness and attempted to guarantee
that every student was “college and career ready”. School districts were expected to
achieve “educational equity by aggressively turning around the lowest-performing
schools or risk closing them if the academic improvements were not made fast
enough” (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012). Race to the Top was a
competitive program among states for federal funding. Tennessee’s application for

1

Race to the Top merged all districts across the state and established policy conditions
by launching comprehensive reform and support initiatives. Tennessee became the
fastest recovering state in the nation and continued to close achievement gaps as the
state increased overall student achievement (Tennessee Department of Education,
2015a). Tennessee was selected to receive over $500 million in the federal
government’s Race to the Top program. Tennessee’s First to the Top was the plan
that laid out how the funds would be spent to enhance education in Tennessee
(Tennessee Education Association, 2014).
As part of Tennessee’s First to the Top Act, the State Board of Education
adopted a statewide model, the Teacher Educator Accelerator Model (TEAM)
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2012). The Board also approved three
alternative evaluation models generally specific to geographic regions: 1) Project
Coach in Hamilton County, 2) Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM) in Memphis
City Schools, now Shelby County Schools, and 3) the Teacher Instructional Growth
for Effectiveness and Results (TIGER) in 12 (mostly municipal) school districts
statewide. Most recently, the Achievement Framework for Excellent Teaching
(AFET) was implemented by the state’s Achievement School District (ASD). The
ASD consists of the lowest performing schools in Tennessee and was charged with
moving the bottom 5% of schools in the state into the top 25% within 5 years (Office
of Research and Education Accountability, 2012).
Before the implementing the models, there was no real means of determining
teacher effectiveness (Goldhaber, 2002). School leaders used teacher qualifications
(e.g., years of experience, degree attainment, tenure) and observed teacher practices;
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however, there was no true way to determine if those practices were effective or
ineffective. According to Wayne and Youngs (2003), estimated effects of experience
taper off after 2 to 4 years. A review of research also indicated that most findings
regarding highest degree obtained are largely inconclusive, excluding mathematics
(Wayne & Youngs, 2003). Now that teacher evaluation models exist, the opportunity
exists to truly determine teacher effectiveness.
Research suggests that a relationship exists between teacher effectiveness and
student academic growth in underperforming elementary schools (Jeynes, 2008).
Through observation of classroom practice, evaluation of students’ performance
assessments and analysis of student work, it should be possible to identify effective
teaching versus ineffective teaching. Effective teachers are able to foster student
academic growth; in contrast, ineffective teachers are able to stagnate student
academic growth (The New Teacher Project, 2010).
Because teacher practices are fundamental for student outcomes, it is
imperative for school leaders to explore teacher instructional habits when determining
what makes them effective. There is no doubt that school leaders should know the
quality of learning occurring in their schools. “Evaluating teachers is one of the most
difficult jobs in any school district” (Education World, 2010). The key to this process
is certifying the use of valid and reliable performance instruments, observers, and
supporting mechanisms to appropriately identify teacher effectiveness (The New
Teacher Project, 2010).
Researchers, policymakers, and school districts across the country are seeking
to identify the key traits of effective teachers and fundamental components of
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effective teaching habits. To retain, develop, and reward great teachers, school
leaders must first determine how to identify them (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, 2010b). Although various tools and instruments are intended to
differentiate between effective and ineffective teachers, findings from these tools and
instruments lack the support of sound research and analyses. The existing literature
on teacher evaluation has acknowledged the improved professional growth and
instructional strategies gained through meaningful teacher evaluation; however, in
practice, this possibility has too often not materialized (Mielke & Frontier, 2012).
In Tennessee, five teacher effectiveness models have been operationalized –
TEAM, Project Coach, TIGER, TEM, and AFET. The different models in Tennessee
reflect the current accountability movement in education wherein teachers are
evaluated to increase student academic success. This study explores how a teacher
evaluation model – TEM – used in a school district with the most underperforming
students effectively gauged teacher effectiveness in comparison to student academic
growth.
Background of Study
Federal policy has significantly impacted the nation’s children and schools
since the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was passed in 1965
(United States Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education, 2002). Yet, despite billions of dollars and countless programs financed
during previous generations, America’s children still trail many of their foreign
scholar associates, and the educational achievement gap remains wide amongst
socioeconomic and minority groups in this country (Thomas & Brady, 2005).
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), a cornerstone federal
law for K-12 education, was reauthorized as No Child Left Behind (NCLB), which
established teacher quality as a significant guiding principle. The NCLB Act, which
is the best-known education transformation (United States Department of Education,
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2002), became law on January 8,
2002. This Act distinguished itself by demanding states to display academic gains in
subcategories while experiencing a trajectory target (Rose, 2004). Highly qualified
teachers were described based on their level of scholastic accomplishment (Rogers &
Weems, 2010).
The communication for effective teacher evaluations was strengthened, and
expectations were raised even greater when President Obama signed the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) on February 17, 2009. The AARA
provided billions of dollars for the Race to the Top (RTTT) competitive grant
program. The RTTT grants allowed states to receive money for inventive projects to
advance education (United States Department of Education, 2009). RTTT focused on
student growth over time instead of proficiency targets from one test. This initiative
was addressed by the State of Tennessee through the First to the Top Act.
Tennessee led the way in presenting the First to the Top Act of 2010, which
was a reform plan on how the state would increase student-learning outcomes.
According to the Tennessee First to the Top legislation, school districts were required
to incorporate value-added data as part of an educator’s evaluation. The creation of
the Teacher Evaluation Advisory Committee (TEAC) in May 2010 was a vital
element in the First to the Top Act (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012). With
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representative principals, teachers, and other stakeholders meeting numerous times
throughout the course of a year, this committee was charged with crafting standards
and guidelines for a new Tennessee teacher evaluation system. This legislative body
approved a process based on Danielson’s (2013) framework that included three
components: a) dismissing ineffective teachers, b) amending state tenure, and c)
reporting teacher effectiveness through a transparent lens. This monumental event
provided a segue to the Teacher Effectiveness Initiative.
Tennessee’s response to Race to the Top through its First to the Top Act led to
the development of five teacher evaluation models. Under Tennessee’s First to the
Top Act of 2010, several changes occurred to state law regarding educator
evaluations. Annual evaluations were mandated to consist of 50% quantitative data
and 50% qualitative data (Tennessee Department of Education, 2016).
The state’s new model – TEAM – consists of four domains: planning,
instruction, professionalism and environment. This model is based on multiplemeasures including student growth data and classroom observations (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2016). All teachers receive a formal annual evaluation,
which requires six observations each year for teachers without a professional license,
four observations for teacher with a professional license with the option of combining
a portion of the comments for a minimum of two. Half of the observations must be
unannounced with the following five evaluations rating categories: significantly
above expectations, above expectations, meets expectations, below expectations, and
significantly below expectations (Carter, 2016). In addition to the state’s model to
evaluate teachers, four alternative models were approved by the State of Tennessee.
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Project Coach is one of four alternative teacher evaluation models used in the
Hamilton County School District. This model addresses six domains: planning and
preparation for learning; classroom management; delivery of instruction; monitoring,
assessment and follow-up; family and community; and professional responsibilities.
Tenured teachers are observed six times per year for a total of 60 min. Observations
are divided into three per semester or four in the fall and two in the spring. Nontenured teachers receive eight observations a year for a total of 90 min. Observations
are divided into four per semester or five in the fall and three in the spring. Teachers
complete a self-assessment using the teaching rubric, and evaluators use this same
rubric for scoring during summative conferences at the end of the year (Lawson,
2012).
TIGER is another of the four alternative teacher evaluation models used by
independent and municipal schools in Tennessee. The model was developed by the
Association of Independent of Municipal Schools (AIMS) and approved by the
Tennessee State Board of Education (State Collaborative on Reforming Education,
2012). The TIGER model addresses four domains: planning and preparation,
classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities. The guiding
principles of TIGER include: (1) quality teacher performance based on an abbreviated
version of Charlotte Danielson's framework, (2) a range of teacher growth for
effectiveness, (3) a tiered approach to support teacher in the formative and summative
process, (4) professional learning community of teachers, and (5) alignment of both
qualitative and quantitative components (Teacher Instructional Growth for
Effectiveness and Results, 2010).
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The AFET operated in Tennessee’s ASD is the third alternative model. This
framework strives to be supportive of evaluators and teachers in creating meaningful
conversations about teacher performance. This goal is achieved through teacher and
evaluator-selected student outcome measures. Evaluators observe teachers four times
a year, using a 4-point scale with ratings from the last two rounds weighing more
heavily than earlier observations; student surveys are administered to capture
perception (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013b).
The TEM is the fourth alternative model used in the Shelby County School
District. This model requires teachers to be observed by evaluators two to four times
per year, based on the previous year’s effectiveness score rating. This framework has
various scoring models and weightings based on groups: classroom teachers in tested
subjects, classroom teachers in nontested subjects, and certified instructional schoolbased staff. TEM has four main components: student growth and achievement,
teacher observation, stakeholder perception, and professionalism.
Teachers in tested grades have quantitative measures that account for 50% of
their effectiveness score (35% is student growth from value-added data and 15% is
student achievement from a menu of options). The other 50% comes from qualitative
measures, which consist of teacher observation scores, student perception survey
data, and professionalism. Teachers in nontested grades and other certified
instructional staff have quantitative measures that account for 40% of their
effectiveness score (25% is student growth from value-added data and 15% is student
achievement from a menu of options). The other 60% comes from qualitative
measures, which consist of various percentages from teacher observation scores,
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student perception survey data, and professionalism (Teacher Effectiveness Measure
Manual, 2012).
The TEM model was first implemented district-wide during the 2011-2012
school year (SY) in then Memphis City Schools. There are several iterations to this
model and each year the rubric is tweaked based on feedback from teachers,
evaluators, union groups, and Central Office personnel. During the timeframe of this
study (SY 2014-2015), the TEM model was in its fourth iteration of implementation.
Teacher knowledge was initially one of the four components but was replaced in
2014 by teacher professionalism. Because I am using data for SY 2014-2015, teacher
professionalism is the component of study.
Over the last decade, federal, state, local policymakers, and educators have
become progressively alarmed with the quality of teaching provided by teachers in
the United States. In response to the inadequacies of existing evaluation systems and
a shift in focus from teacher qualification to teacher effectiveness, states and school
districts are hastily developing and approving new teacher evaluation plans (National
Council on Teacher Quality, 2011).
Statement of the Problem
Every parent and stakeholder want a highly effective teacher in each
classroom, and every child certainly deserves to have access to a highly effective
teacher. Americans want to be assured that students are provided with the essential
knowledge and skills to be prepared for success in postsecondary experiences,
workforce, and life (Rogers & Weems, 2010). The challenge that Tennessee and
other states in the nation have is confirming that every classroom contains a teacher
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with a repertoire of effective teaching practices. The solution remains in establishing
sound teacher evaluation models that recognize the need for enhancement as a benefit
instead of a liability (Mielke & Frontier, 2012).
The State of Tennessee has five teacher evaluation models: TEAM, Project
Coach, TIGER, TEM, and AFET. All propose to provide feedback to school leaders
and teachers to enable them to enhance the academic achievement of students. These
models are used in various regions of the state and are designed to assist teachers in
addressing the instructional needs of all students.
The literature is sparse in determining which one of these models is most
effective in providing feedback to teachers who teach underperforming students. The
largest number of underperforming schools in Tennessee uses the TEM model to
evaluate teachers (Smith, 2013). TEM consists of several components: teacher
observation, student perception, professionalism, student achievement, and student
growth. It is questionable if any of these components are effective in signifying
teacher effectiveness and making a difference in student academic growth.
Teacher effectiveness relates to student growth (National Education
Association, 2010); therefore, determining the effectiveness of the TEM model will
suggest if the right components are used to accurately gauge teacher effectiveness.
Currently, no data exists that prove the effectiveness of the TEM model.
Since the TEM model is used in school districts with the most underperforming
students, there is a need to study the extent to which the individual components
effectively gauge teacher effectiveness (Smith, 2013). This type of research could
result in the increased ability to conduct teacher evaluations that offer an accurate and
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comprehensive picture of teachers’ influences on student academic success and
inform policy developers regarding components that should be included in effective
teacher evaluation models.
Purpose of the Study
Teacher effectiveness is the leading element affecting student academic
growth (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). The purpose of this study is to determine if the
components in the TEM model effectively gauge teacher effectiveness. The extent of
the impact will be established by analyzing the way select components of this model
(e.g., teacher observation scores, professionalism, and student perception survey
scores) quantify teacher effectiveness as compared to student academic growth
outcomes.
Research Questions
Research questions that will guide this study are:
1. What is the relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth?
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth?
3. What is the relationship between teacher professionalism and student
academic growth?
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between teacher observation
scores and student perception survey scores?
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Definition of Terms
AFET (Achievement Framework for Excellent Teaching) – an evaluation
system used by Tennessee’s ASD and centered around creating a teaching
environment that is more intuitive and supportive of evaluators and teachers in
creating a meaningful conversation about teacher performance in the ASD (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2013b).
AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress – a measure described by the US Federal
NCLB Act that permits the US Department of Education to decide how public school
entities in the United States are functioning scholastically based on results from
standardized tests (Maleyko & Gawlik, 2011). The expectation is that, during each
school year, students will acquire one year’s gain to one year of growth.
Professionalism – a component that encapsulates teachers’ efforts to improve
their practice through leadership, community and school involvement, professional
development, and use of data. Ratings from this component allow teachers the
chance to reflect on and advance their professional growth (Teacher Effectiveness
Measure Manual, 2015).
Project Coach – a new evaluation model adopted by Hamilton County
(Chattanooga, TN). All teachers are evaluated each year (six unannounced miniobservations for tenured teachers, eight unannounced mini-observations for
nontenured teachers). This model requires quick feedback conversation within 48
hours of each observation (Hardy, 2011).
Student Academic Achievement – the extent to which one achieves educational
goals, which is commonly measured by examinations or continuous assessments
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(Wenglinsky, 2004). These data identify how well students have excelled against an
absolute bar.
Student Academic Growth – a gauge to analyze an educator’s impact on
student knowledge and growth during one school year. These data signify how much
students have grown during the course of a year contrasted to what we would expect
to see. The overall expectation is that a year’s worth of instruction should produce a
year’s worth of student growth (Teacher Effectiveness Measure Manual, 2015).
Student Perceptions – research shows that student feedback is a dependable
gauge of teacher effectiveness (Bill & Melinda Gates, 2010b). Student perceptions
are measured using results from Tripod student surveys (Tripod Education Partners,
2017) that ask students to evaluate teaching habits in their classrooms (Teacher
Effectiveness Measure Manual, 2015).
Teacher Effectiveness – the measurement of student outcomes based on
formative and/or summative assessments that result from the practices used in the
classroom (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999).
Teacher Evaluation – the systematic assessment of a teacher’s performance
relative to the teacher’s described professional responsibilities to determine merit,
value, and worth in the classroom (Noakes, 2009).
Teacher Observation – research shows that observations in classrooms are a
legitimate forecaster of teacher effectiveness (Bill & Melinda Gates, 2010b).
Evaluators (principals or other assigned observers) rate classroom lessons against a
rubric for specific look-fors of effective teaching.
TEAM – the new teacher evaluation system adopted by Tennessee that
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supports teachers and principals collaborating to ensure that all students profit from
great teaching every day. This is achieved through a blend of constructive feedback,
frequent observations, aligned development opportunities, and measures of student
learning. The evaluation system presents an all-inclusive assessment of a teacher’s
effectiveness in the classroom (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).
TEM – the evaluation system developed by legacy Memphis City Schools
(Memphis, TN) for all teachers; the program began in 2011-12. The TEM consists of
five components: student growth, student achievement, observation of practice,
stakeholder perceptions, and professionalism and informs how teachers are supported
through continuous improvement (Teacher Effectiveness Measure Manual, 2015).
TIGER – this model is an alternative teacher evaluation framework developed
by the AIMS. The model is intended to encourage teacher progression and provides
“stages” of teacher development, as well as formative and summative processes of
evaluation (Teacher Instructional Growth for Effectiveness and Results, 2010).
TVAAS (Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System) – is a numerical
examination of achievement statistics that discloses academic growth for students
over time. These estimates use test scores to quantify how much growth a student
makes in a year and then compares that to the student’s actual performance
(Sawchuk, 2013). TVAAS measures student growth from one year to the next and is
not based on proficiency results on the state assessment.
Significance of the Study
A commonly accepted idea is that using multiple measures is a necessary
component for teacher evaluation systems to assess effectiveness (National Education
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Association, 2010). However, recently the political setting has added to a
misinterpretation of this belief. Some school district entities have used a single
measure of student achievement as the key gauge of teacher effectiveness. The
reliance on this one measure fails to encapsulate the difficulties and degrees of
teaching. It does not acknowledge the various methods in which teachers add to
student learning and growth (Jeynes, 2008). With the appropriate evaluation system
for feedback and support, educators will be able to create recurrent improvements to
their daily teaching methodologies and continue to guarantee that every child has
access to a quality education. A thoughtfully constructed set of multiple measures in
teacher evaluation systems contributes to teachers’ professional growth by giving
them better awareness into how their teaching is influencing student education
(National Education Association, 2010).
Principals and teachers should be able to use the findings from this study to
gain insight into professional development needs, professional learning communities
(PLC), and for vision and staff improvement planning. The more information that is
available on teacher effectiveness, the better position principals will be in to support
teachers. District administrators may find value in knowing if the identified
components accurately indicate the effectiveness of teachers to assist in human
capital decisions: hiring, teacher tenure, retention, promotion, rewards, and dismissal
(The New Teacher Project, 2010). This study could also inform policy makers
regarding teacher evaluation design models that offer an accurate and comprehensive
picture of teachers’ influence on student academic success.
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Theoretical Framework
The Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory hinges on the idea that
no single “best” style of leadership exists (Green, 2010). Successful leadership is
“task-relevant”, and the most effective leaders are those who modify their
management style to the maturity level of the group they are guiding (Watkins, 2011).
The Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory advocates that leaders who
have the ability to set ambitious, yet achievable, goals, eagerness and the capability to
take responsibility for the assignment, and pertinent knowledge for the assignment.
“Effective leadership differs, not only with the person or group that is being affected,
but it also depends on the job, task or function that needs to be achieved” (Hersey &
Blanchard, 1988, p.65). This theory suggests that the situation, the environment, and
the maturity level of followers determine leadership style because there is no one way
to best lead a school (Green, 2010).
The Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory describes a relationship
between follower and leader with light or heavy supervision (Hersey & Blanchard,
1988). Some teachers need a lot of supervision to become effective, while others
need less supervision to become effective. Teachers fall into various categories;
therefore, different strategies have to be used for teachers to become effective
(Watkins, 2011). The same strategies to increase student performance results and
teacher effectiveness cannot be used for every teacher or student. Every student is
different based on skills, abilities, socioeconomic background, exposure, disabilities
(physical and/or mental), ethnicity, etc. Therefore, the situation determines the
strategy used to reach the desired goal set for each individual student. The Hersey-
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Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory is founded on the extent of management
and the quantity of emotional reinforcement a leader must deliver, given the condition
and level of maturity of followers (Foster, 2007). The implication is to ensure that
teachers receive differentiated support (e.g., focused professional development to
address specific needs) to accommodate their unique classroom situations. The better
relationships school principals have with their teachers, the better teachers are open to
receiving feedback concerning instructional best practices.
Limitations of the Study
A limitation in this study is that the results represent teachers located in a
West Tennessee urban school district. A second limitation is the use of one out of
five teacher evaluation models adopted by the state. A third limitation is reliance on
the accuracy of the data produced, which is from a secondary data source. A fourth
limitation is the teacher pool chosen for this study. The data bank is limited to those
who teach fourth or fifth grade (upper elementary grades). Another limitation is that
only certain components (e.g., student growth, teacher observation scores,
professionalism scores, and student survey responses) of the TEM evaluation model
will be used in this study. The chosen measures represent an additional limitation –
the inadequacies in the components. Some may argue that teachers may be evaluated
differently based on the evaluator, although all evaluators are trained and certified by
a norming process. Also, some may struggle with the rationalization that students in
elementary grades are not capable of providing transparent answers to student survey
responses.
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Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. Each chapter contains detailed
information describing the study. Chapter 1 contains the background knowledge
about recent education reform, statement of the problem, purpose and significance of
the study, as well as the theoretical frameworks that address the research topic. This
chapter also includes research questions, definition of terms, limitations associated
with the study, and the manner in which the study is organized. Chapter 2 provides
an extensive review of literature about (1) academic achievement and
underperformance of schools, (2) reform measures, (3) a leadership theory that
supports instructional leadership, (4) historical perspective of teacher effectiveness,
(5) teacher effectiveness, (6) academic growth in upper elementary students, (7)
value-added models, and (8) teacher evaluation models. Chapter 3 describes the
methodology used to conduct the study, including research design, data collection,
and analysis procedures through a quantitative investigation to develop the
relationship between teacher effectiveness and elementary student academic growth
by using teacher observation scores, teacher professionalism, and student perception
survey scores. Chapter 4 provides the findings of this study with emphasis on data
analysis, quantitative discoveries, and answers to the research questions. Finally,
Chapter 5 provides a summary of the results, implications of the study for future
research and practice, and a conclusion.
Summary
In the past, teacher evaluation systems were not providing the information
needed to close the academic achievement gap of students among socioeconomic
groups and minority groups. Despite over 50 years of research signaling huge
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differences in student academic gains, most school districts and state governments
could not identify the traits that made a teacher effective or distinguish between
effective and ineffective teachers. The NCLB Act required all states to implement
accountability measures and make extensive academic progress to significantly
improve student achievement. In July 2011, Tennessee became the first state to use a
student outcomes-based teacher evaluation system, which proved to be a key
principle of Tennessee’s First to the Top Act of 2010. The Tennessee State Board of
Education approved the Tennessee Educator Advisory Committee’s endorsement of
the TEAM as the state’s adopted teacher evaluation model; four alternative models
were also approved for use: Project Coach in Hamilton County, TIGER by the
AIMS, the AFET, and TEM in Shelby County. Select components of the TEM
model (e.g., teacher observation scores, professionalism, and student perception
survey scores) will be used in this study to determine any relationship on teacher
effectiveness, and thus its influence on student academic growth.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Introduction
Chapter 2 presents a review of literature regarding the history of education;
the pertinent literature examined includes the following topics: (1) academic
achievement and underperformance of schools and students, (2) reform measures, (3)
a leadership theory that supports instructional leadership, (4) historical perspective of
teacher effectiveness, (5) teacher effectiveness, (6) academic growth in upper
elementary students, (7) value-added models, and (8) teacher evaluation models.
This literature review supports the position that having an effective teacher
positively impacts the continuous trajectory of teaching and learning. In addition, it
provides an adequate understanding of what every school administrator and teacher
need to know to improve student academic achievement. Findings from this study are
intended to inform educational leaders and others who shape educational policy.
Academic Achievement
Underperformance of schools. Schools in America have had the reputation
of preparing students for the workplace without emphasizing the skills and
knowledge necessary to perform in the workplace. An overemphasis on practical
capabilities in disciplines such as language arts and mathematics has allowed a
dramatic disregard for how basic skills will be applied in real-life situations (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).
According to the United States Department of Education (2014), lowperforming schools are identified as those performing in the bottom 10% in the state
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or have considerable academic gaps, based on student performance in mathematics
and reading/language arts on the state test required under the ESEA or based on
graduation rates. The same data source defines persistently lowest-achieving schools
by the following criteria: (1) any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring status (a) in the bottom 5% or (b) a high school with a graduation rate
below 60% over a number of years; (2) any secondary Title I eligible school that (a)
is in the bottom 5% or the lowest-achieving five secondary schools, (b) is a high
school with a graduation rate below 60% over a number of years, or (3) the academic
achievement of “all students” yields a lack of progress in reading/language arts and
mathematics combined (United States Department of Education, 2014).
According to the President’s Committee on the Arts and the Humanities
(2011), underfunded schools are incapable of providing quality educational
experiences, but the narrowing of curricula also has been seen as the product of
increased accountability on basic skills. Frustration and hope for delivering quality
education to our students is evident in school systems across the nation.
Effective teachers perform well among high-ability and low-ability students,
while ineffective teachers are unproductive with both student groups (Sanders &
Rivers, 1996). Barber and Mourshed (2007) suggest, “that the major force of the
disparity in student learning at school is the quality of its teachers” (p. 47). Studies
propose that “students placed with high-performing teachers will progress three times
as fast as those placed with low-performing teachers” when all accessible indication
of teacher effectiveness is taken into account (Barber & Mourshed, 2007, p.58).
Educational guidelines concentrating on teacher influences rather than school results
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regarding student achievement will be more hopeful (Nye, Konstantopoulos, &
Hedges, 2004).
The public is calling upon political and educational leaders to answer and
address the issues facing education. Striving for a high level of excellence in our
schools, however, should not come at the expense of sacrificing equity for all students
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). By focusing on individual
abilities, development of a society, which thrives on life-long learning, is possible.
Creating learners who seek knowledge throughout their lives and careers will aid our
country in producing citizens who are able to compete in rapidly advancing work,
social, and living environments (Wright, 1999).
Underperformance of students. Scott (2016) stated that many of our
nation’s children are not performing on grade level.
For example, the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP)
reported a national proficiency rate for high school seniors of 26% in
mathematics and 38% in reading. Similar results were reported be NAEP for
students in grades 4 and 8. On the 2013 NAEP assessment, national student
proficiency rates were 35% in reading and 42% in math for 4th grade and 36%
in reading and 36% in math for 8th grade. (Scott, 2016, p. 30)
According to the United States Department of Education (2014), schools have
not been able to keep students on course for graduation. The high school dropout rate
in 2012 was 7%, which measured the percentage of 16- to 24-year-olds who had not
matriculated from high school or received a GED. While the high school dropout rate
has improved since early 1990, there are still concerns with the college- and careerready status of high school students.
Education is critical to improving life outcomes and avoiding poverty. The
implications of a lack of education have a far-reaching, intergenerational impact on
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families. In a 2008 study of the largest cities, Archer (2008) found that 17 cities had
high school graduation rates of less than 50%. The low high school graduation rates
are considered to be evidence of systemic failure of schools. According to a 2010
special report by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education
(NCPPHE), 60% of first-time college freshmen enrolled in colleges and universities
across the United States are required to take remedial courses.
A high-quality education is a qualification for opportunities and success in our
global economy. It is imperative that our nation turns around underperforming
student achievement for economic and personal progress (Reynolds, 2002). There is
a critical need to address student achievement in our public schools, and school
leaders are being called upon to become more diligent and focused on policies and
practices that will directly and indirectly impact student achievement.
The nation has observed that student achievement has gone through a
multitude of phases. Miller (1995) described society’s interest in identifying,
understanding, and attempting to eradicate distinctions in educational attainment and
achievement trends among racial groups as a phenomenon. Chubb and Loveless
(2002) asserted that little progress has been made in closing the achievement gap of
students due to a variety of factors. The two major categories of causations are
environment and schools. Some environmental causes include family issues,
community, socioeconomic status, and racism. School factors include instructional
program, structure, school culture, and support (Murphy, 2010). Several reform
movements have occurred to address this underachievement.
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Educational Reform Measures
Educational reform has attempted to yield more equality in the educational
system and inform all stakeholders of the deficiencies that exist in the American
academic society. Each reform movement seeks to address the areas of
accountability, student academic achievement, failing schools, high-stakes testing,
and effective teachers (Horn, 2002). For the purpose of this study, the researcher will
discuss the following major reform attempts: A Nation at Risk, Accountability
Measures, No Child Left Behind, Race to the Top, and First to the Top.
A Nation at Risk. The struggle to adjust to the changing cultural and
demographic makeup of the United States and to compete in the world marketplace as
a leader has contributed to the educational reform that has been taking place in the
United States since the 1970s. In 1981, T. H. Bell, the Secretary of State, founded the
National Commission on Excellence in Education to determine qualities of education
in America. Findings from a study of American education were published in A Nation
at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. This report presented a portrait of a
national education system in steep decline. This conclusion was based on such factors
as consistently decreasing scores on standardized tests, declining adult literacy rates,
the inability of many high school students to use higher order thinking skills for
certain tasks, and the need for increased corrective courses at the college level and in
the workforce (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).
The purpose of the Commission was not only to suggest solutions to the
educational problems facing the country but also to identify factors that were
responsible for contributing to the problems. With input from all concerned about the
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future of education, including American citizens and public leaders, the Commission
believed that education could be improved if everyone involved was fully committed
to resolving the problems. Nearly 30 years after the A Nation at Risk report,
education professionals are still wrestling with the issue of academic reform as it
pertains to accountability for student achievement (Ding & Sherman, 2006).
Accountability. The accountability movement, where standards are used as
an instrument for school improvement, has dramatically increased since the 1980s
(Misco, 2008). “Within the last 5 years, the number of states that required annual
evaluations for all teachers has nearly doubled, and the number of states requiring the
inclusion of measures of student achievement has nearly tripled” (Jiang, Sporte, &
Luppescu, 2015, p. 105).
Accountability, a central objective of federal legislation, “requires all states to
develop accountability plans that measure the effectiveness of each public school,
primarily through student achievement test score data” (Doran, 2003, p.55). The
foundation of these accountability stipulations is adequate yearly progress (AYP)
(Doran, 2003). Doran (2003) further stated, “that the high-stakes nature of
accountability requires accurate and valid methods for measuring AYP, but most
states and districts are perplexed at how to develop such plans” (p. 56). The need to
reach excellence and accurately measure proficiency is essential to our current
education system.
No Child Left Behind. The NCLB Act of 2001 authorized school entities to
use only "highly qualified" teachers starting in the 2005 school year (United States
Department of Education, 2002). The objective was to heighten the probability of
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classrooms that are guided by educators who are capable of improving academic
achievement and diminish cultural and social disparities resulting from unequal
access to effective teachers (Palardy & Rumberger, 2008).
NCLB symbolizes four key values, which include “stronger accountability for
results; greater flexibility for states, school districts, and schools in the use of federal
funds; more choices for parents of children from disadvantaged backgrounds; and an
emphasis on teaching methods that have been demonstrated to work” (US
Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2002).
NCLB required all states to use school and district answerability procedures
based on annual student results from regulated tests. The objective was to mandate
states and school districts to work purposefully and make huge improvement in
academically declining schools and to considerably advance student success (Rose,
2004). This policy contained discrepancies with regard to conducting a fair
comparison of student performance from state to state.
First, AYP measures gave modest data on whether schools were generating
improvement but, instead, aided to unjustly penalize inner-city schools.
Second, standardized tests had a tendency to be an undependable and invalid way of
gauging student learning. Third, NCLB has restricted the curriculum, which has
become more problematic for teachers to associate classroom activities to students’
interests, culture, and lives (Rose, 2004).
The statistical designs that suggest gauging AYP had an immense effect on
the actual number of schools that hit AYP requirements (Springer, 2008). The
inability to meet AYP came with a price through enacting authorizations that were
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mandated by NCLB for Title I schools; therefore, it was likely that states would
approve mediocre designs when rating schools based on AYP qualifications
(Maleyko & Gawlik, 2011). This mediocrity served the reason even more to have an
even playing field when identifying AYP benchmarks, because AYP was used to
measure teacher effectiveness. The intent of AYP was to raise state accountability for
student academic success.
There was a push to get all states to adopt more rigorous standards and
assessments to produce more students who were college and career ready. President
Obama successfully advocated for, and Congress approved, the $100 billion ARRA.
The purpose of this Act included supporting states and school districts, stimulating
educational reforms that would improve results for K-12 and higher education, and
saving jobs. The US Department of Education placed $4.35 billion of the $100
billion into the competitive grant program, Race to the Top (US Department of
Education, 2009).
Race to the Top. The Race to the Top Act of 2010 was an educational
reform measure used to revolutionize enhanced student learning results for
forthcoming years. Hershberg and Roberston-Kraft (2010) stated
Race to the Top was similar to NCLB in that it emphasized the importance of
having an effective teacher for every student in order to accelerate learning.
However, Race to the Top differed from NCLB in how it defined teacher
effectiveness. Teacher effectiveness, according to Race to the Top, would be
measured by student growth data over time instead of a single score
encapsulated on an achievement test taken on one day. (Hershberg &
Robertson-Kraft, 2010, p.130)
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Secretary of Education Arne Duncan and President Obama announced Race to the
Top in 2009, and the Tennessee legislature approved the state’s First to the Top Act.
Governor Bredesen authorized this action in January 2010 (First to the Top, 2010).
The law required value-added data to make up at least 35% of a teacher’s
annual evaluation, and that data had to come from teachers’ TVAAS score, a 3-year
growth estimate linking standardized assessment scores. This law, including the new
evaluation process, became the center of Tennessee’s Race to the Top application,
which was used by all 136 school districts. All major governor contenders, as well as
every educator investor group, including the Tennessee Education Association
(TEA), signed off on this legislation (First to the Top, 2010) evidence that we were
shifting to a system of measuring teacher effectiveness.
First to the Top. Race to the Top grants resulted in incomparable success in
education reform. Sixteen out of forty states were nominated as finalists to receive
grants in 2010. Tennessee was one of the first states selected as a First to the Top
grant recipient and received $500 million. Funds were granted to states that exhibited
a commitment to school reform over a 4-year period (US Department of Education,
2010).
As a part of the First to the Top initiative, the Tennessee Department of
Education in conjunction with other educators joined forces with the New Teacher
Center (NTC) to use the second edition of the Tennessee Teaching, Empowering,
Leading, and Learning Survey (TELL) survey in 2013 to evaluate the most effective
teaching resources and supports available to educators across the state by assessing
nine research-based teaching and learning conditions (i.e., community engagement
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and support, teacher leadership, school leadership, managing student conduct, use of
time, professional development, facilities and resources, instructional practice and
support, and new teacher support) within these four evaluation models. Across the
constructs and different evaluation models considered, the TEM had the greatest rate
of decrease in teaching conditions from 2011 on items relative to assessing teacher
performance objectively and consistently (TELL Tennessee, 2013). Because the
focus has now shifted to teaching and learning, there is a need to examine the issue of
teacher effectiveness and the effect of multiple components of the TEM on student
achievement.
Historical reform efforts and recent legislation such as NCLB and First to the
Top have not been as successful in closing the educational achievement gap as many
had hoped. Wright (1999) hoped that the issues regarding the absence of achievement
could be changed if all students were provided equivalent chances for quality
instruction. Improved student outcomes have been an anticipated objective and
intention of education. The argument is not about the requirement to strengthen
student achievement but more about how to cultivate an operational plan for raising it
in educational leadership (Chubb & Lovelace, 2002). This operational plan is left up
to the instructional leadership of the school principal.
Situational Leadership Theory
As implied by the name, the Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory
is determined by each individual situation; therefore, no single leadership style can be
measured as the best (Foster, 2007). For Hershey and Blanchard (1988), tasks vary,
and each type of task warrants a different leadership style. A thoughtful leader will
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be able to adjust his or her leadership style based on the goals or objectives to be
achieved (Foster, 2007). The Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory
emphasizes to the practitioner how important it is to use the best strategy for the
situation, which could vary amongst teachers and even between school sites
(Watkins, 2011).
Policies and education reform measures in the United States have sought to
improve the American education system by depending on the leadership capacity of
school leaders and teachers (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). For many years, leaders on
local, state, and national levels have sought to balance education through reform
measures. To bridge the gap between school and community, administrators must be
mindful of the need for their own ongoing professional development (Sabol, 2005).
Quality leadership, making informed decisions, and developing and implementing
effective change all depend upon cultivating the necessary professional skills.
School districts across the nation are faced with the arduous task of providing
every student equal opportunities to attain academic success. This task presents a
challenge for schools across the nation, especially urban schools, which also struggle
with socioeconomic issues. School leaders in these schools are being challenged with
ensuring that high quality teaching and learning is the cornerstone of improving
opportunities for student access and achievement. The Situational Leadership
Theory’s two pillars, leadership style and the maturity level of followers, establish the
method that should be used when making educational decisions (Hersey-Blanchard,
1988). The 2 x 2 matrix indicates that four leadership styles are possible (Figure 1).


Telling Style – provides specific task directions and closely supervises work
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Selling Style – explains task directions in a supportive and persuasive way



Participating Style – emphasizes shared ideas and joint decisions



Delegating Style – allows followers to take responsibility and self-direct
(Hersey, 1984).

Figure 1. Center for Leadership Studies, 2006
A leader uses a directing or “telling” style when followers need a lot of direction, but
not as much support is given to the team. As the team matures and is able to fully
understand task requirements, the followers require less direction. Communication
now becomes a two-way dialogue and requires the leader to get into a coaching or
“selling” role. As the team matures more, the leader gets into supporting followers or
“participating”. Finally, when the team is self-directed, the leader simply “delegates”
(Hersey, 1984).
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School leaders have the primary responsibility of improving academic
performance and are seeking to do so by engaging teachers in critical, sustained
dialogue that can be used to facilitate the decision making process concerning best
practices in educational matters. Teachers are no longer being viewed or treated like
subordinates; school leaders are recognizing the important roles that teachers play in
the school improvement process and are acknowledging the professionalism,
knowledge, and skill of teacher-leaders (Darling-Hammond, 1988).
In the current educational climate, policymakers are at a crucial intersection in
which they need to understand how teachers’ performances affect student success in
the classroom (Sabol, 2013). Concerns of the public and other interested stakeholders
have caused leaders and administrators to find solutions for meeting student needs.
“Although problems may appear to be similar, in reality, they are unique to each
educational context and require solutions that apply to individual schools or settings”
(Clark & Zimmerman, 2000). The needed change falls not only in the hands of the
school leader, but also in the schools’ teachers.
Historical Perspective of Teacher Effectiveness
Substantial debate exists about whether to assess teacher effectiveness based
on the product of teaching, educator inputs, the teaching process, or a combination of
all of them (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999). Stigler and Hiebert (1999) specified that
"teaching, not teachers, is the critical factor" (p. 9), which proposes teacher systems
used in classroom settings are more crucial than are teacher practices, training,
assessment scores, qualifications, and other characteristics. Effectiveness is a
difficult notion to quantify when considering the complexity of education and the
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enormous number of circumstances in which educators work. Two positions of
teaching that have been observed are teachers’ thoughts of students’ capacity to learn
and teachers’ own capability to teach (Rowan, 2004).
The most commonly examined aspect of teacher effectiveness is centered on
the educator’s background characteristics. Numerous, detailed, contextual traits have
been observed in investigations, including “coursework, test scores, experience,
degrees, credentials, and ratings of teachers’ undergraduate institutions” (Palardy &
Rumberger, 2008, p. 128). Extensive reviews in the literature have yielded varying
assumptions on the connection between teacher background and student academic
performance; ultimately, no agreement exists. Hanushek (2010) concluded “only a
small proportion of the studies examining the effect of teacher characteristics found
positive associations with learning” (p, 37). Conversely, Greenwald, Hedges, and
Laine (1996) found that school “resource variables that attempt to describe the quality
of teachers (teacher ability, education, and experience) show strong relationships with
student achievement” (p. 373).
A plethora of beliefs and attitudes about teachers have been studied,
including teacher satisfaction, views of the school’s community and climate, and
teacher effectiveness (Foster, 2007). Most research has fixated on teachers’ selfefficacy, which summarizes educators’ capacity to teach and their perception of
students’ ability to learn (Wenglinsky, 2004). One critical difference between
ineffective teachers and effective teachers is their emotional state (Cradler, McNabb,
Freeman, & Burchett, 2002). Effective teachers institute connections with students
and are reflective educators dedicated to the profession and their students. More
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importantly, effective teachers encourage students to take responsibility for their
actions and themselves (Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997).
Hattie (2003) suggested that the main cause of inconsistency in student
academic performance rests with the teacher. He highlighted the importance of
ensuring that this guidance affects every learner. A key piece of background research
involved unveiling the difference amongst novice, experienced, and expert teachers
(Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Too much emphasis has been given to comparing
apprentice and expert teachers, while ignoring experience. After accounting for
experience, this matter involves distinguishing among excellence, accomplishment,
and experience (Hattie, 2003).
For many years, student success has been directly connected to teacher
effectiveness. According to Barber and Mourshed (2007), “the quality of an
education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers” (p. 40). School districts
and district leaders across the nation have the power to have the greatest significant
influence in increasing academic attainment by confirming that an effective teacher
teaches every child. The National Council on Teacher Quality (2011) suggests that
school districts have shifted their focus from teacher qualification to teacher
effectiveness. Research has revealed that classroom teachers are the most significant
school-related factor that impacts student academic growth (Rivkin, Hanushek, &
Kain, 2005).
Teacher Effectiveness
Race to the Top required plans be put in place to improve teacher
effectiveness as measured by academic data (First to the Top, 2010). Tennessee’s
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First to the Top plan used student achievement data as 50% of every teacher’s
evaluation: 35% from student growth measured using TVAAS, and 15% based on
student achievement scores. The other 50% came from multiple sources of stateapproved models (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).
Although an exhaustive list exists of the qualities of an effective teacher, very
few qualities are based on student learning and what happens inside the classroom:
“Student learning involves affective outcomes, respect and caring, and quality of
achievement” (Hattie, 2003, p.12). The definition of expert teachers versus veteran
teachers is based on content presentation, instructional rigor, and students’ critical
thinking skills. Hattie (2003) suggested that, like proficiency in teaching, we need a
deeper commitment in acknowledging excellence and a greater understanding about
teacher expertise.
Holcombe (2009) implied that no solitary intervention would yield the
solution to student success.
Teaching strategies that incorporate a combination of content knowledge and
pedagogical knowledge; technology resources; mentor support for teachers;
and incentives for educators, such as monetary rewards or recognition along
with a learning culture that embraces diversity and change, communication,
motivation, and appropriate funding are all elements that affect student
achievement. (Holcombe, 2009, p. 52)
The author believes that improved student achievement will be the effect of variations
in methodologies, connections amongst assessment and curriculum, and teacher
mentorships and training opportunities (Holcombe, 2009).
Teaching strategies. Many believe the key to student success is the
assessment of teaching strategy learning programs. Educators have demonstrated the
benefits of problem-based learning and learner-centered instruction in which students
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are capable of transferring knowledge to other scenarios (Frick, Chadha, Watson, &
Zlatkovska, 2010). Teaching approaches should be altered to allow students the
opportunity to focus on content. Lectures and other systems that stifle genuine
learning must be reduced to take full advantage of the learning potential of every
child. School leaders and classroom educators should utilize teaching strategies that
produce course mastery through thoughtful planning and lesson content
configurations (Molnar, Smith, Zahorik, 1999). Thus, there is a necessity to have an
effective teacher in front of every student.
Teacher instructional quality. Instructional quality is connected to a
teacher’s ability to explain content and give instructional guidance (Stronge, 2007).
A study of elementary school students discovered that students whose instruction
stressed memorization and critical thinking outperformed students who received
instruction on one or the other (Sternberg, 2003). Palardy and Rumberger (2008)
concluded that “a string of highly effective or ineffective teachers will have an
enormous impact on a child’s learning trajectory during the course of grades K-12”
(p. 127). An investigation by Stronge, Ward, and Grant (2011) presented a
disproportion in student attainment in 5th grade reading and mathematics for effective
and ineffective teachers by more than 30 percentile points.
Teacher expectations. Effective teaching is directly correlated to the ability
to verbalize high expectations (Stronge, 2007). High expectations, for example, can
be conveyed when educators focus on requiring students to complete their work.
Palardy and Rumberger’s (2008) investigation of first-grade students discovered that
reading attainment was lower for students whose teachers had low expectations.
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Teacher effect. The most meaningful factor manipulating student growth is
teacher effect (Wright et al., 1997). Student groups with the same abilities and
academic levels may have different outcomes based on the sequence of teachers that
students experience (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Teachers that rank in the top quintile
produced the appropriate academic gains for all of their students, regardless of the
students’ initial achievement levels. Conversely, students taught by teachers in the
bottom quintile made unacceptable progress, regardless of their entering achievement
levels. As teacher effect quintile increased, underperforming children were the first
to benefit, followed by those deemed as average, and above average students were the
last to benefit (Sanders & Rivers, 1996).
If the goal of education is student success, stakeholders must confirm, “what
is taught is also what is learned” (Chun, 2010, p. 26). Teaching and learning should
reflect an adequate amount of knowledge and ability, and this learning should connect
to assessments. Chun (2010) further suggested that assessing student knowledge is
merely an empty exercise if teaching methods are not adjusted. Unfortunately, this is
a normal practice in education.
Academic Growth in Upper Elementary Students
Howard and Gullickson (2010) stated that, “the quality of teacher
performance in the classroom supersedes all other elements in its significant effect on
student learning” (p. 338), and a child’s overarching school experience is connected
to a teacher’s ability to “create an engaging learning environment” (p. 338). Teacher
quality is quoted as the greatest factor in defining student academic attainment
(Borman & Kimball, 2005). Furthermore, an increasing collection of scholarly
literature notes that quality classroom instruction is linked to student academic gains
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(Darling-Hammond, 2000).
In a study conducted in Texas, researchers found similar results to DarlingHammond’s theory concerning teacher effectiveness. When fourth-grade students
were taught by three high-performing teachers in a row, their average math
performance on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills increased from the 63rd percentile to
the 87th. Their peers with similar scores, on the other hand, experienced a
performance decrease from the 58th percentile to the 40th percentile, a difference of 42
points. A comparable investigation of fifth-grade reading scores in Tennessee
resulted in a percentile difference of 44 percentile points (Jordon, Mendro, &
Weerasinghe, 1997).
Studies in Texas and Tennessee provided very analogous findings: Highly
effective educators were able to yield larger student achievement gains than their
ineffective colleagues (Jordon et al., 1997). A 3-year study conducted by the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation (2011) confirmed the influence of teacher evaluations.
They discovered enormous disparities existed between the least and most effective
teachers. Some disparities resulted in an 11-month gap in student learning (Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2011).
Since evidence points to teacher quality playing a significant role in
instructional results, teacher evaluations have received distinction among strategies to
improve education (Danielson, 1996). “Without high quality evaluation systems, we
cannot know if we have high quality teachers. Without capable, high quality teachers
in America’s classrooms, no educational reform effort can possibly succeed” (Stronge
& Tucker, 2003, p. 3). The teaching-learning bond will be tried with even more
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accurateness as teacher evaluation systems are adopted throughout the country. If
authentic assessment of student learning to determine teacher effectiveness is
warranted, there must be dependability in the tool used to evaluate such measures.
Value-Added Assessment Models
Value-added models (VAM) have garnered significant notice in current years
as a dependable method for approximating individual teachers’ effect based on
student achievement improvements (Sanders & Horn, 1998). Ball and Rowan (2004)
suggested that these models are appropriate for categorizing educator effectiveness if
the curriculum is standardized in all classrooms. In addition, these frameworks may
be used annually to evaluate teacher effectiveness and recognize underachieving
teachers. VAMs are less appropriate for giving detailed feedback to encourage
change (Ball & Rowan, 2004).
A classroom teacher’s influence on student success can vary from minor to
massive. A new tactic to teacher performance, termed “value-added assessment”,
concentrates on student growth over a given year that can be credited to an individual
teacher, school, or district (Rowan, 2008). Those increases are the worth districts,
schools, and teachers inject into the knowledge of students (Baker & Xu, 1995). The
advancement in student performance is most important, and not the attainment rating
on a single test. Schoolchildren with low proficiency scores can demonstrate robust
improvements, and students with high proficiency scores can show decreases in
achievement. Value-added calculations give the community an insight on how much
teachers add to student achievement (Rowan, 2004).
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This methodology is the spirit of the TVAAS. Developed in the 1990s by
William Sanders, TVAAS was used for determining the effectiveness of teachers,
schools, and school systems (Sanders & Horn, 1998). Research suggested that
educators do make a valuable contribution in student learning, and that several years
in a row with a highly effective teacher yielded higher test scores than repeated years
with an ineffective teacher (Rivers, 1999).
The TVASS was designed to measure the effectiveness of school systems,
schools, and teachers (Sanders & Horn, 1998). Student test scores on annual tests are
connected to that student’s teacher and school. The scale scores of the students over
time represent their learning patterns, and constant growth in scale scores represent
value being added.
Some districts and states (i.e., Dallas and Tennessee) have accepted valueadded teacher assessments. Implementation consisted of linking student growth
scores with student, classroom, and school demographic data (McCaffrey, Lockwood,
Koretz, & Hamilton, 2003). A value-added assessment system can be a useful
instrument in validating if a district or school is making a valuable impact on student
learning, beyond what’s occurring in the family and neighborhood (Rowan, 2004).
Instead of comparing schools or school districts on year-end test scores, value-added
assessments compare schools or school districts on achievement gains. This
assessment “statistically level[s] the playing field” among school districts and schools
by eliminating student background dissimilarities (Reckase, 2004, p. 118).
Rowan (2004) suggested that some students experience “less academic
growth” simply because they are assigned to ineffective teachers. A study by Babu
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and Mendro (2003) proposed that students’ test scores were higher when assigned to
highly effective teachers in concurrent years as compared to students assigned to
ineffective teachers for the same time span. Rowan’s (2004) question to policy
makers was how to use VAM to advance overall levels of teaching and learning. He
recommended that stakeholders do the following:





Use value-added assessment to determine how well schools and districts are
performing.
In evaluating teachers, supplement value-added assessments with
alternative assessment methods such as supervisor ratings, observational
protocols, student work samples, and teacher portfolios.
Recognize that although using value-added assessment is superior to relying
on simple end-of-year achievement scores, uncertainty is inherent in all
measurement.
For high-stakes decisions, collect several years of convergent evidence.
(Rowan, 2004, p. 2)

Rowan (2004) concluded that advantages of value-added assessments establish
that suitable teaching counts and can be used to determine effectiveness of schools,
school districts, and programs. Drawbacks of value-added assessments are that they
cannot identify how to construct good teaching or explain the sight of good teaching.
Value-added assessments should not be the single gauge of teacher effect and are
only as effective as the quality of the tests (Rowan, 2004). Although value-added
assessments are one source, they play a dire role in determining effectiveness in
teacher evaluation models.
Teacher Evaluation Models
The focus of the recent US educational environment has shifted to teacher
effectiveness evaluations. The goal of producing future citizens who are able to use
21st Century skills and help establish the nation’s standing as a leader in the world has
started a domino effect of reform across many features of the educational system in
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this country (Horn, 2002). Due to decreased student achievement over successive
years, educational leaders and policy makers have increased their focus on
accountability factors related to teacher effectiveness (Chubb & Lovelace, 2002).
The Danielson Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Framework. Addressing
concerns regarding the state of education in America today relies on hard evidence
provided by school districts across the country. In addition to student test scores,
teacher evaluations also are seen as a crucial indicator for evaluating the quality of
education students receive in American schools. Danielson (2010) introduced a
teacher evaluation system, The Framework for Teaching, which “provides the vehicle
for teacher growth and development by providing opportunities for professional
conversation around agreed-on standards of practice” (Danielson, 2010, p. 39).
According to Danielson, a successful teacher evaluation system needs to
reveal sufficient answers to four distinct questions: “How good is good enough?
Good enough at what? How do we know? Who should decide?” (Danielson, 2010)
There are four domains that encompass this model:


Domain 1: Planning and Preparation



Domain 2: Classroom Environment



Domain 3: Instruction



Domain 4: Professional Responsibilities

Danielson’s model for teacher effectiveness evaluation uses a rubric format to
evaluate teacher performance. Administrators should have the ability to state
“Everyone who teaches here is good – and here’s how I know” (Danielson, 2010, p.
35). After identifying an element of performance, a shared understanding of what it
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means to have a rating of Unsatisfactory, Basic, Proficient, or Distinguished is
understood by all teachers, mentors, and administrators in the school district
(Danielson, 2010).
The intention of Danielson’s teacher evaluation system was to bring together
the idea of fair, reliable, and valid evaluations with ongoing professional
development. Ongoing professional development is a benefit experienced through
conversations between teachers and their evaluators, as well as through interactions
teachers have with colleagues and other professionals involved in the evaluation
process. “Supervisors and administrators must be mindful of the need for their own
ongoing professional development. In order to provide quality leadership, make
informed decisions, and develop and implement effective change, they must
continuously seek and engage in professional development” (Sabol, 2005, p. 172).
Danielson’s system allows teachers to actively participate in their own
evaluation by embedding the opportunity for them to experience self-assessment.
Before meeting, both the teacher and the evaluator have an opportunity to think about
the teacher’s performance. This collaborative approach enables both parties to work
under shared ideas and goals toward good teaching. Allowing teachers a chance to
reflect on their practice with an administrator is beneficial in upholding agreed-upon
standards of practice (Danielson, 2010).
Marzano’s Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Framework. Increased
attention on teacher evaluation systems has influenced many evaluation models to
become more focused on teacher development rather than on success rates with
students. Marzano (2012) believed that putting more stress on teacher learning would
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produce structures unlike those intended to assess teacher aptitude. According to
Marzano, developing teachers and measuring teacher effectiveness have very
different implications.
A teacher evaluation model that leads to enhancing the performance of
teachers is both all-inclusive and detailed (Marzano, 2012).
Comprehensiveness indicates that the model includes all elements, which have
been identified through research as having an impact on student achievement.
Specificity means that strategies and behaviors to be observed in the
classroom are pinpointed to the exact characteristics needed under each
element. (p.16)
Marzano’s teacher evaluation model includes four domains:


Domain 1: Classroom Strategies and Behaviors



Domain 2: Planning and Preparing



Domain 3: Reflecting on Teaching



Domain 4: Collegiality and Professionalism

An evaluation system that develops teachers should incorporate a scale used for
tracking and guiding the process of teaching. This scale includes distinctly identified
levels of development: Not Using, Beginning, Developing, Applying, and Innovating
(Marzano, 2012).
In addition to being comprehensive, a teacher evaluation model should reward
growth for transitioning to a higher level on the developmental scale. This leads to
teachers obtaining two different scores by the end of the school year. The teacher
setting a goal toward a higher level on the developmental scale decides upon a growth
score. Both scores are considered when determining the summative evaluation of the
teacher at the end of the year and may include Advanced, Proficient, Needing
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Improvement, or Not Acceptable levels. “Such a system would communicate to
teachers that the school expects – and rewards – continuous improvement” (Marzano,
2012, p. 19).
Teacher evaluation models in Tennessee. In the push toward accountability
for delivering a high-quality education to American students, many school systems
are looking in a new direction for teacher effectiveness evaluation models. An
overview of five models currently being used in schools in Tennessee will be
discussed next through the lens of frameworks developed by Danielson and Marzano.
The models are explained in relation to their structure and component weightings.
During the 2010-2011 school year, the Teacher Evaluation Advisory
Committee studied field tests for four different observation rubrics in approximately
125 schools across the state. In July 2011, the Tennessee Educator Acceleration
Model was established in concurrence with Tennessee’s Race to the Top application
(First to the Top, 2010). The committee supported use of the TEAM framework as
the state model and selected various key components of implementation, including
the arrangement and number of teacher observations for the year. The TEAC
developed and recommended to the State Board of Education the following criteria
for annual teacher evaluations: 50% based on student achievement data (35%
TVASS where available or a comparable measure of student growth and 15% other
measures of student achievement) and 50% based on qualitative instrument/process
that must include review of prior evaluations, observations, and conferences (Office
of Research and Education Accountability, 2012).
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By law, those endorsements were recommended to the State Board of
Education, which was responsible for approving the final guiding principles and
benchmarks for the teacher annual evaluations (Tennessee Department of Education,
2012). The Board adopted the Teacher Evaluation Advisory Committee’s
recommendation of the TEAM evaluation model, and three alternative models were
approved for use: Project Coach in Hamilton County, TIGER by the Association of
Independent and Municipal Schools, and TEM in Memphis City Schools, now Shelby
County Schools (Farmer, 2011). In later years, the AFET was implemented in the
state’s ASD.
Education experts generally agree that using multiple measures to assess
learning and teacher effect are critical components of teacher evaluations (National
Education Association, 2010). A teacher evaluation system must use a
comprehensive set of multiple measures to be considered effective, thereby increasing
assurance in the outcomes of the data offered for student academic gains. It also
provides a comprehensive analysis of a teacher’s influence on student learning. The
issue is the gap that exists in determining the effectiveness of teachers based on
feedback given to help them get better at their craft and knowing whether the right
components are included in the model.
Furthermore, the use of suitable multiple measures provides the foundation for
increased teaching and learning by providing a more holistic insight regarding student
academic growth. The following represent examples for multiple measures of teacher
effectiveness that could be integrated into an all-inclusive teacher evaluation model
(National Education Association, 2010):
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Assessment of teacher practice based on comprehensive standards of practice,
which could include classroom observations, administrator evaluations, and
teacher-evaluator conferences
Use of portfolios, evidence binders, conference presentations, and
instructional artifacts to show demonstrated attainment and use of new
knowledge and skills
Use of information provided through formative assessments, peer reviews,
professional learning communities, and other forms of feedback and support
Evidence of student growth and learning based on multiple measures
o Local and district-wide achievement test results
o Formative and summative student assessments (National Education
Association, 2010, p. 10)
TEAM requires teachers to be observed by evaluators at least four times per

year and measured on a 5-point scale. It is divided into two pathways: teachers with
individual growth scores and those without individual growth scores. Student
achievement data are composed of 50% of the evaluation for teachers with individual
growth scores (35% is based on student growth as signified by the TVAAS or a
similar measure and 15% is based on additional methods of student achievement and
selected through an agreement process between the teacher and the evaluator). The
additional 50% of the evaluation is decided through qualitative measures (i.e., teacher
observations, student perception surveys, personal conferences and review of prior
work, and evaluations) (Tennessee Department of Education, 2016).
Student achievement data are composed of 40% of the evaluation for teachers
with no individual growth scores (25% is based on school-wide student growth as
characterized by TVAAS and 15% is based on additional methods of student
achievement and selected through an agreement process between the teacher and the
evaluator). The other 60% of the evaluation is decided through qualitative measures
(i.e., teacher observations, student perception surveys, personal conferences and
review of prior work, and evaluations) (Tennessee Department of Education, 2016).
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Project Coach in Hamilton County required teachers to be observed randomly,
unannounced, often, and measured on a 4-point scale. Teachers’ effectiveness is
determined by six key categories: delivery of instruction, planning and preparation
for learning, classroom management, monitoring assessment and follow-up,
professional responsibilities, and family and community (Lawson, 2012).
TIGER used by the Association of Independent and Municipals Schools
requires teachers to be observed by evaluators four to six times per year (60 – 90 min
total) and measured on a 5-point scale. This model has a quantitative component and
a qualitative component, each representing 50% of the evaluation model. The
quantitative rating of the evaluation measure consists of 35% value-added data and
15% achievement data. The principal and teacher determine the decisions regarding
the quantitative portion. TIGER is designed to compute the teacher’s final qualitative
score into a 5-point scale for the remaining 50%. This score is composed of teacher
observation data and on-demand professional development using rubrics that describe
instructional best practices and effective teaching (TIGER, 2016).
AFET’s main goal is to create an evaluation system that gathers accurate
performance data for ASD teachers to drive decisions from professional development
to compensation and personnel decisions. In addition, the framework strives to be
more intuitive and supportive of evaluators and teachers in creating a meaningful,
natural conversation about teacher performance in the ASD. The system consists of
the following components, weighted to create a final evaluation score.
Student growth and achievement measures for tested grades and subject
teachers represent 50% (35% student growth and 15% student achievement) of a
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teacher’s evaluation rating, and they are composed of teacher and evaluator-selected
student outcome measures chosen from a state-approved menu of options. Ratings
from observations of practice make up 35% of a teacher’s overall evaluation rating.
Evaluators observe teachers throughout the year and rate their practice in the
classroom and in the professional setting four times a year by using the ASD’s
Framework for Excellent Teaching. Teachers are rated on a 4-point scale, and ratings
from the last two rounds of rating are weighted more heavily than are earlier
observations. The ASD administers the Tripod (Tripod Education Partners, 2017) or
a comparable student survey, to all students to capture student perception, which
composes 15% of the teacher’s evaluation score.
Nontested grades and subject teachers’ student growth and achievement
represents 40% (25% student growth and 15% student achievement) of a teacher’s
evaluation rating. Observations of practice (classroom practice, as well as
professional practice within the school community) accounts for 40%, and Tripod or
similar survey accounts for 20% of the teacher’s overall evaluation rating (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2013b).
The TEM in Shelby County considers multiple measures to develop a holistic
picture of a teacher’s performance. This model requires teachers to be observed by
evaluators two to four times per year, depending on their assigned evaluation track
and measured on a 5-point scale. Evaluation tracks are based on the previous year’s
effectiveness score rating. This framework has several potential scoring models and
weightings for several groups: classroom teachers in tested subjects (including
portfolio-based teachers), classroom teachers in nontested subjects, and certified
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instructional school-based staff (e.g., librarians, school counselors, instructional
coaches, school psychologists, and social workers).
Teachers in tested subjects have quantitative measures that account for 50% of
their effectiveness score, (35% is student growth from individual value-added data
and 15% is student achievement from a menu of options provided by the Tennessee
Department of Education while the other 50% comes from qualitative measures (e.g.,
observation of practice scores, stakeholder perception survey, and professionalism).
Teachers in nontested subjects and other certified instructional staff receives
effectiveness score ratings that are composed of 40% quantitative data (25% from
student growth and 15% from student achievement) and 60% qualitative data
(composed of various percentages for observation of practice scores, stakeholder
perception, and professionalism) (Teacher Effectiveness Manual, 2012).
Current state of evaluation models. Recent studies have emphasized the
need for school reform and the delicate state of teacher evaluation (Bill & Melinda
Gates, 2010a). A variety of reports focuses on two past weakening efforts: (a)
Teacher evaluation systems have been unsuccessful at differentiating between
ineffective and effective teachers, and (b) a highly trained workforce has not been a
product of teacher evaluation systems (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2011).
Many school districts across the nation regrettably lack a method for gauging teacher
quality (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009).
Many anxieties regarding the implementation of new evaluation systems still
exist nationally. New overhauled systems in various states are showing the failed
attempt of evaluators to distinguish between the greatest and poorest teachers. “In
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Michigan, 98% of teachers were rated effective or better under the teacher-evaluation
systems recently put in place. In Florida, 97% of teachers were evaluated as effective;
Tennessee judged 98% and Georgia gave good reviews to 94% of their teachers”
(Sawchuk, 2013).
Teacher evaluation systems are experiencing a swing in viewpoint despite all
the flaws associated with them. Educational and government leaders have requested
modifications that will produce more operational methods to assess educators and
correct their practice as well as intensify student knowledge. Acknowledging the
blemishes of the teacher evaluation system can help in the invention of effectual and
new evaluation practices (Milanowski & Heneman, 2001).
Marzano (2012) implied that relatable investigations are the most shared
method of inspecting the legitimacy of an evaluation model. These models should be
operational mechanisms of incremental progression, reflecting similar gains between
student performance and teacher evaluations (Marzano, 2012). Teacher evaluation
models should distinguish the causality relationship between student achievement and
teaching routines to help leaders and teachers make the most knowledgeable choices
regarding student success. Darrington (2011) believed the usual teacher evaluation
system is, “too often a perfunctory, episodic event rather than a meticulous measure
of teaching effectiveness and student achievement” (p.35). The use of a teacher
effectiveness evaluation model is one method used to determine the connection
between student academic success and the teaching practices of the instructor.
Therefore, there is a need to study teacher effectiveness.
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Summary
Teacher effectiveness is quantified based on a sole statistical source, academic
attainment (Foster, 2007). Teacher consciousness of data and application of
instructional approaches to increase academic attainment is imperative. President
Obama proclaimed support for Race to the Top in 2009, and out of this birthed
Tennessee’s First to the Top Act. This Act mandated 50% of teachers’ cumulative
evaluation to be composed of student achievement data (First to the Top, 2010).
These revisions to the evaluation process were proposed to promote effective
teaching methods and to improve teaching standards and use of student performance
information (Stronge & Tucker, 2003). These revisions became TVAAS.
Value-added models have become increasingly popular nationwide since the
implementation of the Race to the Top initiative (Bowser, 2012, p .66). As part of its
commitment under the federal Race to the Top grant competition, Tennessee
implemented a new statewide educator evaluation system in 2011. Under
Tennessee’s program, districts must include VAMs as part of their teacher evaluation
system (Strunk, Weinstein, & Makkonen, 2014).
Value-added data, which is student growth data over time, would be a key part
in measuring effectiveness. Consequently, states had to have or build data systems
that measured student growth. States were required to use multiple measures to
evaluate teachers, coupling student-learning data with other state predetermined
measures (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010).
Evidence of the talents possessed by students has largely been reported
through standardized testing. However, emphasis on such outcomes has distracted
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attention from certain proficiencies that may substantially help America’s goal of
producing students who can successfully compete in a global society.
Comprehension, analysis and problem solving abilities, and drawing conclusions are
vital cognitive competencies needed for advanced performance in the workplace and
for functioning in daily life.
Mielke and Frontier (2012) suggested that significant teacher evaluations have
the probability of improving professional growth and instruction. The solution to
successful teacher evaluations may be the attitudes and views of the educators as they
participate in the process. Legislators, policymakers, school district, and school
leaders have the strength to affect the most critical aspect in improving student
academic achievement by confirming that all children have equal access to an
effective teacher.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Introduction
According to Carter (2016), “teacher effectiveness models have emerged as
crucial tools for principals and other administrators to use in improving the
performance of faculty members and ultimately student achievement” (p. 34). To
address this new initiative, the Tennessee State Department of Education adopted five
different teacher evaluation models intended to gauge teacher effect. Each of these
teacher evaluation models has different components, procedures, and methodologies.
One in particular, TEM, is used in a school district with the most underperforming
students (Smith, 2013). This chapter focuses on research questions, methodology,
population and sample, data collection, and data analysis.
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if the components in
the TEM model effectively gauge teacher effectiveness. The extent of the impact was
established by analyzing the relationships of select components of this model (e.g.,
teacher observation scores, professionalism, and student perception survey scores) as
compared to student academic growth outcomes.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following research questions:
1. What is the relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth?
2.

Is there a statistically significant relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth?
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3. What is the relationship between teacher professionalism and student
academic growth?
4.

Is there Is there a statistically significant relationship between teacher
observation scores and student perception survey scores?

A Quantitative Research Methodology
According to Glanz (2006), quantitative research studies questions that can
best be solved by gathering and statistically analyzing mathematical data. The
quantitative research in this study compares (a) teacher growth scores (TVAAS) with
(b) teacher observation scores from the TEM, (c) teacher professionalism ratings, and
(d) student perception survey responses (Tripod). In addition, this study compares (e)
teacher observation scores with student perception survey responses. The research
was conducted to determine if teachers receiving feedback from the TEM have a
positive impact on student achievement. These relationships are explored by using
secondary data. Secondary data consists of statistics previously gathered by someone
else with a different intent (Boslaugh, 2012). Usually, using secondary data begins
with a research question and identifies a data set that lends itself to analyzing that
question (Boslaugh, 2012). The secondary data examined in this study are from the
data warehouse archives of the school district in which the teachers work.
Hakim (2007) defines secondary analysis as “further analysis of an existing
data-set which presents interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge additional to, or
different from, those presented in the first report on the data collection and its results
(p.1).” Secondary data analysis can be used for (1) reports focusing on certain
subtopics, (2) reports offering detail on the same subject, (3) analyses used to test
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hypotheses and answer questions with more comprehension and precision than for the
initial use, (4) reports concerning specific policy issues or questions, and (5) analyses
focused on a theory or framework different than the original reporting (Hakim, 2007).
Population and Sample
The school district in this study is in an urban area in the southeastern part of
the United States. During the 2014-2015 school year, the district’s total student
population consisted of 106,991 students within 213 schools. There were 87,397
(81.7%) African American students, 10,269 (9.6%) Hispanic students, 7,620 (7.1%)
Caucasian students, and 1,705 (1.6%) Asian students in this school district
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2015b). There were 111 elementary schools
with approximately 6,500 students and 473 fourth and fifth grade teachers. A sample
size of 200 teachers (100 fourth-grade teachers and 100 fifth-grade teachers) was
randomly selected for this study.
Research Design
The research design was correlational: The relationships between measured
variables were tested (Jackson, 2011). Correlational research designs require
correlational analyses. Correlations facilitate the prediction from one variable to
another.
Correlational statistics were used to indicate the extent to which variables
connect to one another. Correlational research investigates the strength of each
relationship. Correlational analyses might give strong indications that one variable
might cause another variable (Glanz, 2006). To answer the research questions,
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TVAAS data, student survey responses (Tripod), teacher observation scores, and
teacher professionalism scores were analyzed.
Student growth was measured by TVAAS, which measures the impact
teachers have on their students’ academic progress. The scale is 1 – 5 as follows:






Level 1, Least Effective: Significant evidence that the school's students made
less progress than the Growth Standard (the school’s index is less than -2).
Level 2, Approaching Average Effectiveness: Moderate evidence that the
school’s students made less progress than the Growth Standard (the school’s
index is between -2 and -1).
Level 3, Average Effectiveness: Evidence that the school’s students made
progress similar to the Growth Standard (the school’s index is between -1 and
1).
Level 4, Above Average Effectiveness: Moderate evidence that the school’s
students made more progress than the Growth Standard (the school’s index is
between 1 and 2).
Level 5, Most Effective: Significant evidence that the school’s students made
more progress than the Growth Standard (the school’s index is 2 or greater).
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2016)
Student perception was measured by the Tripod Student Perception Survey

(Tripod Education Partners, 2017). It was developed in 2001 by Dr. Ron Ferguson of
Harvard University in partnership with educators from Ohio. The survey
examines students’ perceptions of seven main constructs in an effort to assess
teachers’ practices. Sample questions from the survey can be shared but not the
survey itself. The scale is 1 – 5: (1) Significantly Below Expectations, (2) Below
Expectations, (3) Meeting Expectations, (4) Above Expectations, and
(5) Significantly Above Expectations.
Observation scores (mean teacher observation score) were measured by the
TEM rubric, which uses a scale of 1 – 5: (1) Significantly Below Expectations, (2)
Below Expectations, (3) Meeting Expectations, (4) Above Expectations, and
(5) Significantly Above Expectations.
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Professionalism was measured based on a rubric that provides teachers an
opportunity to reflect on their own professional development
while receiving recognition for supporting their school. The scale is 1 – 5: (1)
Significantly Below Expectations, (2) Below Expectations, (3) Meeting Expectations,
(4) Above Expectations, and (5) Significantly Above Expectations.
Data Collection
Prior to the start of the collection data process, the researcher secured
permission from the school district’s Office of Planning and Accountability to
conduct the research and obtain student achievement data and teacher observation
data. The district provided written approval (Appendix A) to use the data, and an
electronic spreadsheet of the requested data was provided to the researcher.
Identifying information such as student names, teacher names, school names, and
school location was kept anonymous to protect the identity of the subjects involved in
the study. Also, the researcher requested permission from the University of
Memphis’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) prior to beginning the study, asking to
use the student data previously collected by the school district. The IRB gave written
approval to begin the study (Appendix B).
Data Analysis
In investigating the data collected, correlational research approaches were
used to explain the connection between variables. According to Babu and Mendro
(2003), analysis includes organizing, breaking down, synthesizing, searching for
relationships, discerning what is significant and what is to be learned, and
determining what data to report to others. Additionally, the Statistical Package for
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the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 23 was used to calculate the correlational
significance. SPSS is software that uses computer technology to enter data into a
computer file for statistical analysis (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). Statistics
addressing the research inquiries were analyzed and formed into significant data
groupings and patterns.
Statistical Tests
Research Question 1/Hypothesis 1 was tested with Spearman’s rho. The
predictor variable was teacher observation scores. The criterion variable was student
academic growth.
Research Question 2/Hypothesis 2 was tested with Spearman’s rho. The
predictor variable was student perception survey scores. The criterion variable was
student academic growth.
Research Question 3/Hypothesis 3 was tested with Spearman’s rho. The
predictor variable was teacher professionalism. The criterion variable was student
academic growth.
Research Question 4/Hypothesis 4 was tested with the Spearman’s rho. The
predictor variable was observation of practice scores. The criterion variable was
student perception survey scores. Table 1 provides the hypotheses, predictor/criterion
variables and scales of measurement.
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Table 1
Hypotheses, Variables of Interest, and Scales of Measurement
Hypothesis

Independent (Predictor
Variable) Scale of
Measurement

Criterion
Variable/Scale of
Measurement

H01: There is no significant
relationship between teacher
observation scores and student
academic growth.

Teacher observation scores/
Interval

Academic
growth/Ordinal

H02: There is no significant
relationship between student
perception survey scores and
student academic growth.

Student perception survey
scores/Ordinal

Academic
growth/Ordinal

H03: There is no significant
relationship between teacher
professionalism and student
academic growth.

Teacher
professionalism/Interval

Academic
growth/Ordinal

H04: There is no significant
relationship between teacher
observation scores and student
perception survey scores. blank

Teacher observation scores/
Interval

Student perception
surveys/Ordinal

Alpha Level
The alpha level is the point at which the null hypothesis is rejected, assuming
that the null hypothesis is true (Brace, Kemp, & Snelgar, 2013). In the social
sciences, the alpha level is p< .05, which means that the probability of the result
occurring due to chance is less than 5 times out of 100 or 0.05.
Power Analysis
A power analysis was conducted with G*Power 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, &
Buchner, 2007). For a medium effect size (ρ = .30), an alpha level of .05, and a power
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level of .95, a sample size of 138 is required. Statistical power increases with
increasing sample size (Figure 1).

Figure 2. Statistical Power as a Function of Sample Size
Since the data for this study are from a school district with more than 200 cases fitting
the inclusion criteria, the data set was more than adequate to detect significant
relationships if they existed.
My Hypotheses in the Context of Situational Leadership
The Hersey-Blanchard Model of Situational Leadership simple states that the
leadership method one employs depend on the situation. It describes a relationship
between follower and leader with light or heavy supervision (Hersey & Blanchard,
1988). The Situational Leadership Theory suggests the situation, environment, and
maturity level of followers determine the leadership style (Green, 2010). For the
purpose of the study, I used this conceptual framework to assess the relationship
between variables. Figure 3 identifies the situational leadership styles with
appropriate hypotheses in each quadrant.
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Participating Style

Selling Style

Weak or Moderate,
Positive Relationship

Weak or Moderate,
Negative Relationship

Delegating Style

Telling Style

Strong, Positive
Relationship

Strong, Negative
Relationship

High
Relationship
Behavior

Low
Low

High
Task Behavior

Figure 3. Hypothesis in the Context of Situational Leadership
Based on this theoretical framework, my hypotheses of the research questions
are as follows:
1. What is the relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth?
H1: There is a weak, positive relationship between teacher observation scores
and student academic growth.

My hypothesis is based on the knowledge that school administrators have about their
teachers. School leaders would need to use a participating leadership style. This
style’s emphasis is on relationships and helps followers share ideas and gain
understanding in deficit areas to increase task confidence.
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth?
H2: There is a strong, positive relationship between student perception survey

scores and student academic growth.
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My hypothesis is based on students being able to accurately account for instructional
progress in the classroom on a daily basis. The delegating style is best used because
it allows the group (classroom students) to take responsibility for task (student
survey) decisions.
3. What is the relationship between teacher professionalism and student
academic growth?
H3: There is a moderate, positive relationship between teacher

professionalism and student academic growth.
My hypothesis is based on teachers taking ownership regarding their professional
growth, school and community involvement and leadership opportunities. The
participating style of leadership is most appropriate due to participative decisionmaking authority.
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between teacher observation
scores and student perception survey scores?
H4: There is moderate, negative relationship between teacher observation

scores and student perception survey scores.
My hypothesis is due to the difference in thought from the evaluator’s perspective
versus the student’s perspective. The selling style may be best implemented through
its design to facilitate performance through persuasive explanations. School leaders
may have to explain their rationale of observing teachers through their lens, while
students may have a different rationale for survey scoring through their lens.
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Summary
This chapter provided a description of the study’s research methodology. This
chapter also addressed the population of the study, research design, data necessary to
conduct the study, statistical analyses that were used to answer the research questions,
and my personal hypotheses in the context of the theoretical framework. The next
chapter provides the results of the statistical analyses of the compiled data.
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Chapter 4
Results
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine if the components in the Teacher
Effectiveness Measure model effectively gauge teacher effectiveness as determined
by student growth. The extent of the impact was established by analyzing the
relationships between select components of this model (i.e., teacher observation
scores, professionalism, and student perception survey scores) as compared to
academic growth of students. Although correlation does not indicate causality,
significant results might be used as a springboard for further investigation into
whether or not the TEM model is having a positive impact on student growth.
Findings from this study will add to the body of educational research resulting in
teacher evaluation design models that offer an accurate and comprehensive picture of
teachers’ influence on student academic success. Additionally, principals and
teachers should be able to use the findings from this study to gain insight into
professional development needs, professional learning communities (PLCs) and for
vision and staff improvement planning.
Prior to the start of collecting data, the researcher secured permission from the
school district’s Office of Planning and Accountability to conduct the research and
obtained student achievement data and teacher observation data. The district
provided written approval to use the data, and an electronic spreadsheet of the
requested data was provided to the researcher. Identifying information such as student
names, teacher names, school names, and school location was kept anonymous to
protect the identity of the subjects involved in the study. Also, the researcher
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requested permission from the University of Memphis’s IRB prior to beginning the
study, asking to use the student data previously collected by the school district. The
IRB gave written approval to begin the study. After obtaining the required approvals,
secondary data were obtained from an urban school district located in West
Tennessee. The data had been collected during the 2014-2015 school year.
Chapter 4 is organized by a discussion of the data preparation, descriptive
statistics, research questions/hypothesis testing, and conclusions. Data were analyzed
with SPSS 23 for Windows. The following provides a discussion of the data
preparation.
Data Preparation
The data were provided in an Excel Spreadsheet, which consisted of 473 cases
– 238 fourth-grade teachers and 235 fifth-grade teachers. The data were exported into
SPSS from Excel. After exporting the data into SPSS, the data were sorted by grade
level in ascending order. Then, using the select random cases feature in SPSS, 100
cases were selected from the first 238 cases of fourth-grade teachers and exported to a
new SPSS data set. This data set consisted of 100 fourth-grade teachers randomly
selected. Data from the original SPSS data set were sorted again, but this time by
descending order. Then, using the select random cases feature in SPSS, 100 cases
were selected from the first 235 cases of fifth-grade teachers and exported to a new
SPSS data set. This data set consisted of 100 fifth-grade teachers randomly selected.
Using the merge cases feature in SPSS, the randomly selected cases from each data
set were then merged into one SPSS data set. Thus, the merged SPSS data set
contained 200 randomly selected cases – 100 fourth-grade teachers and 100 fifthgrade teachers.
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Descriptive Statistics
For student growth, scores ranged from 1 to 5 (M = 3.42, SD = 1.45). For
observation of practice, scores ranged from 2.67 to 5 (M = 4.16, SD = 0.57). For
student perception, scores ranged from 1 to 5 (M = 3.33, SD = 0.90). For
professionalism, scores ranged from 3 to 5 (M = 4.50, SD = 0.52). Descriptive
statistics are summarized in Table 2.
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics
Variable
Student Growth
Teacher Observation
Student Perception
Professionalism

N
200
200
200
200

Minimum
1
2.67
1
3.00

Maximum
5
5.00
5
5.00

M
3.42
4.16
3.33
4.50

SD
1.45
0.57
0.90
0.52

Research Questions and Hypotheses
Four research questions and related hypotheses were formulated for
investigation. They were as follows:
1. What is the relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth?
H01: There is no significant relationship between teacher observation scores
and student academic growth.
H1: There is a significant relationship between teacher observation scores and
student academic growth.
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth?
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H02: There is no significant relationship between student perception survey
scores and student academic growth.
H2: There is a significant relationship between student perception survey
scores and student academic growth.
3. What is the relationship between teacher professionalism and student academic
growth?
H03: There is no significant relationship between teacher professionalism and
student academic growth.
H3: There is a significant relationship between teacher professionalism and
student academic growth.
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between teacher observation
scores and student perception survey scores?
H04: There is no significant relationship between teacher observation scores
and student perception survey scores.
H4: There is a significant relationship between teacher observation scores and
student perception survey scores.
The research questions and hypotheses were tested with Spearman’s rho. This
is the appropriate correlational statistical test when computing the correlation between
data that is on an ordinal scale of measurement. The variables academic growth and
student perception are on an ordinal scale of measurement and the variables teacher
observation and professionalism are on an interval scale of measurement.
Spearman’s rho was selected because each of the bivariate relationships examined
contained at least one ordinal variable. A correlation matrix for the research
questions and hypotheses is presented in Table 3.
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Table 3
Correlation Matrix
Variable
Student Growth (1)
Teacher Observation (2)
Student Perception (3)
Professionalism (4)

1
__

2
.37***
__

3
.15*
.34***
__

4
.30***
.68***
.39***
__

Note. ***p < .001. *p < .05. two-tailed. N = 200.

Conventions were used to interpret the correlation coefficients based on
guidance from Cohen (1998). Cohen provided the most widely known guidelines for
interpreting correlation coefficients (Hemphill, 2003). Cohen (1988) classified
correlation coefficients as a measure of effect sizes as small (.10), medium (.30), or
large (.50). Table 4 provides the ranges that guided the interpretations.
Table 4
Correlation Interpretations
Correlation Coefficient

Interpretation

.10 to .29

Small or weak

.30 to .49

Medium or moderate

.50 or higher

Large or strong

Research Question 1/Hypothesis 1. What is the relationship between
teacher observation scores and student academic growth? There was a significant,
moderate, positive relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth, rrho(198) = .37, p < .001, two-tailed. As teacher observation scores
increased, there was a corresponding increase in student academic growth.
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H01 stated that there is no significant relationship between teacher observation
scores and student academic growth. There was a significant, moderate, positive
relationship between teacher observation scores and student academic growth,
rrho(198) = .37, p < .001, two-tailed. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Research Question 2/Hypothesis 2. Is there a statistically significant
relationship between student perception survey scores and student academic growth?
There was a significant, weak, positive relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth, rrho(198) = .15, p = .03, two-tailed. As
student perception survey scores increased, there was a corresponding increase in
student academic growth.
H02 stated that there is no significant relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth. There was a significant, weak, positive
relationship between student perception survey scores and student academic growth,
rrho(198) = .15, p = .03, two-tailed. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
Research Question 3/Hypothesis 3. What is the relationship between
teacher professionalism and student academic growth? There was a significant,
moderate, positive relationship between teacher professionalism and student
academic growth, rrho(198) = .30, p < .001, two-tailed. As teacher professionalism
increased, there was a corresponding increase in student academic growth.
H03 stated that there is no significant relationship between teacher
professionalism and student academic growth. There was a significant, moderate,
positive relationship between teacher professionalism and student academic growth,
rrho(198) = .30, p < .001, two-tailed. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
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Research Question 4/Hypothesis 4. Is there a statistically significant
relationship between teacher observation scores and student perception survey
scores? There was a significant, moderate, positive relationship between teacher
observation scores and student perception survey scores, rrho(198) = .34, p < .001,
two-tailed. As teacher observation scores increased, there was a corresponding
increase in student perception survey scores.
H04 stated that there is no significant relationship between teacher observation
scores and student perception survey scores. There was a significant, moderate,
positive relationship between teacher observation scores and student perception
survey scores, rrho(198) = .34, p < .001, two-tailed. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected. Table 5 provides a summary of the hypotheses and outcomes.
Table 5
Hypothesis Summary and Outcomes
Hypothesis

Significance Outcome

H01: There is no significant relationship between teacher
observation scores and student academic growth.

p < .001

Null
rejected

H02: There is no significant relationship between student
perception survey scores and student academic growth.

p = .03

Null
rejected

H03: There is no significant relationship between teacher
professionalism and student academic growth.

p < .001

Null
rejected

H04: There is no significant relationship between teacher
observation scores and student perception survey scores.

p < .001

Null
rejected

Summary
Four research questions and related hypotheses were tested. All the outcomes
were statistically significant. It was determined that there was a significant,
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moderate, positive relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth. There was a significant, weak, positive relationship between
student perception survey scores and student academic growth. There was a
significant, moderate, positive relationship between teacher professionalism and
student academic growth. There was a significant, moderate, positive relationship
between teacher observation scores and student perception survey scores.
Implications of these results will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Implication, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction
Chapter 5 is the final chapter of the dissertation “Investigating the
Relationship of the Teacher Effectiveness Measure and Academic Growth of Fourth
and Fifth Grade Students in a West Tennessee Urban School District.” This chapter
briefly reviews the purpose of the study, research questions, research methodology,
and the data analysis used for this study. The researcher discusses the summary of
findings and implications for practice based on the analyses performed.
Recommendations for possible research are expressed and conclusions are presented
within the framework of existing research.
The struggle to adequately educate our children in this country is a concern
for educators and leaders across this nation. At alarming rates, the disparities
between and among ethnicities, the socioeconomically disadvantaged, and students
with disabilities are widening. If education is known as the great equalizer, we must
take a closer look at what is being done inside each and every classroom. Therefore,
it is imperative that we are able to identify teacher effectiveness.
American poet and author, Maya Angelou (1998), wrote:
This is the value of the teacher, who looks at a face and says there's something
behind that and I want to reach that person, I want to influence that person, I
want to encourage that person, I want to enrich, I want to call out that person
who is behind that face, behind that color, behind that language, behind that
tradition, behind that culture. I believe you can do it. I know what was done
for me.
However, research offers various definitions to define an “effective teacher”. It has
been stated that high executing and effective teachers have an inspiring influence on
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students’ lives and their permanent educational and life-long goals. Over 40 years
ago, investigators began discovering student achievement disparities in various
teachers’ classrooms (Murnane & Phillips, 1981). Studies propose the most
significant influence in rising student academic growth is teacher effectiveness
(Stronge, 2002). According to Koops and Winsor (2006), “the quality of education
depends primarily on the quality of teachers in the classroom” (p. 61).
In our current educational state, teacher effectiveness has become a top
priority (First to the Top, 2010). Teacher accountability has become a focal point of
educational transformation. When the NCLB Act did not reach its goal of closing the
achievement gap of various subgroups (i.e., students with disabilities, minorities,
socioeconomically disadvantaged, and English language learners), it was not
refunded. President Obama replaced NCLB with Race to the Top, which became a
competitive means for states to compete for federal funding. Race to the Top offered
bold incentives to states willing to create systemic enhancements in schools to
improve teaching and learning. Race to the Top offered motivations for states that
made significant changes to their educational system, particularly aligning policies
and structures with college and career readiness goals. Race to the Top required
states to use data effectively, chase higher standards, adopt new approaches to assist
struggling schools, and improve teacher effectiveness. The State of Tennessee
competed and won over $500 million in the Race to the Top program. First to the
Top was the plan that laid out our how these funds would be utilized to enhance
education in Tennessee (Tennessee Education Association, 2014).
Governor Phil Bredesen signed into law Tennessee’s First to the Top Act in
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2010 (First to the Top, 2010). As part of Tennessee’s First to the Top Act, a 15member teacher evaluation advisory committee (TEAC) was created to establish a
new teacher evaluation instrument. This committee adopted a statewide model, the
Teacher Educator Accelerator Model, and approved four alternative evaluation
models: 1) Project Coach in Hamilton County, 2) Teacher Effectiveness Measure in
Memphis City Schools, now Shelby County Schools, 3) Teacher Instructional Growth
for Effectiveness and Results in 12 municipal school districts, and 4) Achievement
Framework for Excellent Teaching in the state’s Achievement School District
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).
Under Tennessee’s First to the Top Act of 2010, several changes occurred to
state law regarding educator evaluations. Annual evaluations were mandated to
consist of 50% quantitative data and 50% qualitative data (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2016). Quantitative measures consist of 35% student growth – TVAAS
data or some other comparable measure of student growth, and 15% student
achievement data selected from a list of measures approved by the state. Qualitative
measures consist of teacher observation scores, student perception survey data, and
teacher professionalism scores.
Tennessee’s teacher evaluation models intend to provide feedback to school
leaders and teachers to enable them to boost academic achievement of students.
These models are used in different areas of the state and are designed to assist
teachers in addressing the needs of all students. The TEM model is used to evaluate
teachers in a school district with the most underperforming students in Tennessee.
Considering students’ academic challenges and our current educational state, the
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researcher was interested in determining the usefulness of the TEM evaluation tool.
This research was conducted to add to the body of literature that focuses on the
relationship between teacher evaluations and teacher effectiveness. This chapter
presents the findings of the study, the relationship to the theoretical framework, and
the assumptions of the researcher.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if the components of the TEM
model effectively gauged teacher effectiveness. Results of this research may support
teacher evaluation design models that offer an accurate and comprehensive picture of
teachers’ influence on student academic success by incorporating appropriate
components. Through a secondary analysis of existing data, the researcher analyzed
the relationships of select components of the TEM model (i.e., teacher observation
scores, teacher professionalism, and student perception survey data) in comparison to
student academic growth. The following questions were derived for that purpose:
Research Questions
1. What is the relationship between teacher observation scores and student
academic growth?
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student perception
survey scores and student academic growth?
3. What is the relationship between teacher professionalism and student
academic growth?
4.

Is there a statistically significant relationship between teacher observation
scores and student perception survey scores?
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Review of Methodology
The researcher secured permission from the school district’s Office of
Planning and Accountability to conduct the research and obtained student
achievement data and teacher observation data. The researcher also obtained
permission from the University of Memphis’s IRB to conduct the study and use
secondary analysis of existing data. The population for this study consisted of 111
elementary schools with approximately 6,500 students and 473 fourth and fifth grade
teachers. A sample size of 200 teachers (100 fourth-grade teachers and 100 fifthgrade teachers) was randomly selected.
A quantitative research design was used to compare teacher growth scores
(TVAAS) with teacher observation scores, teacher professionalism ratings, and
student perception survey responses (Tripod). In addition, teacher observation scores
were compared with student perception survey responses. The school district
provided data in a Microsoft Excel Spreadsheet that consisted of classroom teachers
who taught fourth or fifth grade during the 2014-15 school year.
Discussion of Data Analysis
The data were provided in an Excel Spreadsheet, which consisted of 473 cases
– 238 fourth-grade teacher and 235 fifth-grade teachers. The researcher exported the
data into SPSS from Excel and sorted by grade level in ascending order. One
hundred cases were selected from the first 238 cases of fourth-grade teachers using
the select random cases feature in SPSS. This process produced the data set
consisting of 100 fourth-grade teachers randomly selected. The same steps were
repeated to randomly select 100 fifth-grade teachers. Using the merge cases feature
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in SPSS, both randomly selected data sets were merged into one SPSS dataset.
This study used correlational statistics to indicate the extent in which variables
connected to one another. Correlational research investigates the strength of each
relationship and may give a strong indication that one variable causes another
variable (Glanz, 2006). Data that were provided allowed the researcher to use
correlational research approaches to determine if the components of the TEM model
effectively gauged teacher effectiveness. Spearman’s rho statistical tests were used to
analyze the strength of the relationship of select variables in this model with student
academic growth. The variables teacher observation and professionalism are on an
interval scale of measurement, and the variables academic growth and student
perception are on an ordinal scale of measurement.
Discussion of the Findings
The study revealed evidence related to the correlation of select components in
the TEM model as compared to the academic growth of students. The findings of this
study are supported to a great deal by the previous research that was reviewed in
Chapter 2. Rivkin, et al., (2005) proposed that teachers are the most critical schoolrelated factor that impact student academic success. In this study, the relationships of
select components of the Teacher Effectiveness Measure model were compared to
student academic growth outcomes of fourth and fifth-grade students. The researcher
investigated the relationships between teacher observation scores, student perception
survey scores, and teacher professionalism with student academic growth.
Additionally, the researcher investigated the relationship between teacher observation
scores and student perception survey scores.
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In order to address the research questions, Spearman’s rho statistical tests
were utilized. The Spearman’s rho was the most appropriate statistical tests because
each bivariate relationship investigated contained at least one ordinal variable. The
variables teacher observation and professionalism were on an interval scale of
measurement, and the variables academic growth and student perception were on an
ordinal scale of measurement. Cohen (1988) classified correlation coefficients as a
measure of effect size with various ranges. The following ranges guided the
interpretations: small or weak (.10 to .29), medium or moderate (.30 to .49), and
large or strong (.50 or higher).
Four research questions facilitated an investigation of the TEM. Discussions
and implications of these findings will be presented in Questions 1-4.
Question 1. What is the relationship between teacher observation scores and
student academic growth?
In Question 1, the variable – teacher observation scores – was on an interval
scale of measurement, and the variable – student academic growth – was on an
ordinal scale of measurement. The result showed a significant, moderate, positive
relationship between teacher observation score and student academic growth,
(rrho(198) = .37, p < .001). As teacher observation scores increased, there was a
corresponding increase in student academic growth. The results support the notion
that evaluators are capable of accurately assessing teacher effectiveness thorough
teacher observations. In addition to this level of accuracy is ensuring that evaluators
are properly trained and that the evaluating instrument has the capacity to identify
teaching pedagogies. The key to this process is certifying the use of valid and reliable
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performance instruments, observers, and supporting mechanisms to appropriately
identify teacher effectiveness (The New Teacher Project, 2010).
Question 2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between student
perception survey scores and student academic growth?
In Question 2, both variables – student perception survey scores and student
academic growth – were on ordinal scales of measurement. The result produced a
significant, weak, positive relationship between student perception survey score and
student academic growth, (rrho(198) = .15, p = .03). As student perception survey
scores increased, there was a corresponding increase in student academic growth.
Much debate has been sparked about the ability of students, especially at the
elementary level, to properly identify teacher effectiveness because of their potential
inability to understand survey questions or immaturity level. Palardy and Rumber
(2008, p. 127) concluded “a string of highly effective or ineffective teachers will have
an enormous impact on a child’s learning trajectory.” Although the effect was small,
the results support the notion that students are able to identify teacher effectiveness.
Question 3. What is the relationship between teacher professionalism and
student academic growth?
In Question 3, the variable – teacher professionalism scores – was on an
interval scale of measurement, and the variable – student academic growth – was on
an ordinal scale of measurement. The result showed a significant, moderate, positive
relationship between teacher observation score and student academic growth,
(rrho(198) = .30, p < .001). As teacher professionalism scores increased, there was a
corresponding increase in student academic growth. Johnson (2014) noted that
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teacher professional development and growth are essential element to student success.
The feedback that teachers receive through the observation process is intended to
drive their professional learning and guide their professional growth.
Question 4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between teacher
observation scores and student perception survey scores?
In Question 4, the variable – teacher observation scores – was on an interval
scale of measurement and the variable – student perception survey scores – was on an
ordinal scale of measurement. The result showed a significant, moderate, positive
relationship between teacher observation score and student perception survey scores,
(rrho(198) = .34, p < .001). As teacher observation scores increased, there was a
corresponding increase in student perception survey scores. The analysis compared
evaluators’ assessment of teacher effectiveness with students’ assessment of teacher
effectiveness. This supports Jeynes’s (2008) belief that teacher evaluations should be
consistent with their students’ performance results.
Implications for Practice
This research has implications for legislators, policy makers, and school
districts in their attempts to design the best research-based teacher evaluation models.
McGreal (1988) suggested that no part of education has a greater influence on
improving educational practices and student advancement than a meaningful teacher
evaluation program. Currently, the State of Tennessee uses teacher evaluations for
the purpose of tenure, dismissal, professional development, compensation, layoffs,
licensure advancement, mutual consent hiring, and public reporting (National Council
on Quality, 2012). With such high stakes and various employment decisions riding
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on teacher evaluations, it is imperative that the right components are captured. Not
only is it imperative to include the right components, but also proper training
regarding the rubric and framework is just as important.
Efforts must be made that ensure all evaluators have the same understanding
of the evaluation process and rate teachers similarly within schools and across
schools. School districts must facilitate ongoing observation and evaluation trainings
for evaluators. Erroneous classroom observations can lead to distrust in the
evaluation process and a loss of faith in the accuracy of results. To avoid such
turbulence, it is recommended that evaluators expand their ability to evaluate and
uphold inter-rater reliability by periodically attending trainings to score teacher
observations (Bill & Melinda Gates, 2010).
Another focus point is determining what to do with the results or information
gained from teacher evaluation data. The sole purpose of teacher evaluations is to
clarify great instructional practices and identify teachers’ areas of strength and areas
for improvement (Danielson, 2013). Teacher evaluations need to be combined with
individualized, arduous, and concentrated professional development that offers
opportunities to nurture growth. The National Education Association (2010) infers
that appropriate evaluation systems for feedback and support create recurrent
improvements to educators’ daily teaching methodologies and continue to guarantee
that every child has access to a quality education.
This study confirms the research of Jeynes (2008) that indicated that a
relationship exists between teacher effectiveness and student academic achievement
in urban elementary schools. The analysis of selected components of the TEM model
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yielded positive, statistically significant relationships. These results signify that all
components are critical variables of a teacher evaluation model to identify teacher
effectiveness. The strength of these findings does not suggest that the score of one
variable is equivalent to the score of another variable, but as one variable increased,
the corresponding variable increased. Education experts accept the concept that using
multiple measures to assess learning and teacher effectiveness are necessary
components of teacher evaluations (National Education Association, 2010).
The Situational Leadership Theory
The goal of situational leadership is to gradually move followers from lower
levels to higher levels so they may function independently. The major environmental
factor considered is “followers’ ability and willingness to take responsibility for their
own behavior” (Hersey & Blanchard, 1984, p.45). The leadership style manifests
itself as behavior related to the task and relationship with the group of followers.
Figure 4 identifies the situational leadership style that corresponds to the findings for
each research question.

Participating Style
High
Relationship
Behavior

Weak or Moderate, Positive
Relationship
 Q1 - Teacher Observation
& Student Growth
 Q2 - Student Perception &
Student Growth
 Q3 -Teacher Professionalism

Selling Style
Weak or Moderate, Negative
Relationship

& Student Growth



Low

Q4 -Teacher Observation &
Student Perception

Delegating Style

Telling Style

Strong, Positive Relationship

Strong, Negative Relationship

Low

High
Task Behavior
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Figure 4. Research Findings in the Context of Situational Leadership
As noted, all results fell within the participating style of leadership quadrant.
This quadrant represents shared ideas and joint decisions. In addition, there is low
task behavior and high relationship behavior, which suggest that followers have a
“high” level of competence and commitment and leaders provide “low” or little
direction for goals and task assignments. The leader and followers collaborate, and
the role of the leader is to listen, facilitate, encourage and support. The opportunity
for school leaders, teachers, and other school staff to meet and discuss student
achievement is a benefit of this evaluation model. New information and ideas that aid
student learning have a greater ability to be utilized and shared during feedback
conversations and professional development sessions following classroom
observations.
Recommendations for Future Related Research
The current research study focused on determining if the components of the
TEM model effectively gauged teacher effectiveness in 4th and 5th grade teachers.
The extent of the impact was established by analyzing the relationships of select
components compared to student academic growth outcomes. The analyzed
components were teacher observation scores, student perception survey responses,
teacher professionalism scores, and student academic growth scores. This researcher
suggests the following for future research with the intent of enhancing the educational
advancement of knowledge regarding teacher evaluation models that will accurately
identify teacher effectiveness to improve academic outcomes of all students:


Analyze the relationship of all components in the TEM model, not just
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select components


Conduct the same study and incorporate teacher demographic data –
(i.e., years of experience, highest education attainment, and level of
effectiveness)



Investigate the effects of other Tennessee teacher evaluation models
on student growth



Conduct quantitative studies comparing the effectiveness of teachers
who serve students with low socioeconomic status compared to
teachers who serve students with high socioeconomic status



Examine teacher evaluation models that focus on other grade levels
(i.e., early elementary (Pre-K – 3rd grade), middle school, and/or high
school



Conduct the same study and perform a longitudinal analysis of the
correlation over time

Conclusions
Teacher evaluation practices are receiving unparalleled attention as districts
and states are challenged to develop new teacher evaluation systems to receive Race
to the Top funding or waivers under the NCLB Act. The increased focus on teacher
effectiveness evaluations has caused teachers and administrators to be more mindful
of their methods of instruction, assessment, and professional development. The
content students are learning and whether they are learning effectively are aspects that
should be factored into a teacher’s performance rating.
A crucial part of improving teacher quality and school reform in education is
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developing new teacher evaluation systems. The State of Tennessee utilizes five
teacher effectiveness models: The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM),
Project Coach, Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM), Teacher Instructional Growth
for Effectiveness and Results model (TIGER), and Achievement Framework for
Excellent Teachers (AFET). In Tennessee classrooms, teacher observations along
with other metrics (student perception surveys, teacher professionalism, student
growth and achievement, and perception surveys) are used as a part of a multiplemeasures process for evaluating teachers.
Different districts use various teacher evaluation models with diverse
processes, procedures, and components. One teacher evaluation model, specifically,
is utilized in a school district with the most underperforming students (Smith, 2013).
Although the limitations of this study included: use of one of five teacher evaluation
models in Tennessee, a secondary data source of only fourth and fifth-grade teachers,
analysis of certain model components, and the debate of evaluator accuracy and
student transparency, the findings revealed that a significant relationship exists
between model components. This research offers significant data that established that
the selected components (i.e., teacher observations scores, student perception survey,
and teacher professionalism scores) of the TEM model effectively gauged teacher
effectiveness in comparison to student growth. In conclusion, it was determined from
the study that these measures were internally consistent.
Investigations such as this will guide the field of education in the right
direction regarding teacher effectiveness and closing the achievement gap of students
in every classroom. School districts and school administrators are making critical
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personnel and hiring decisions, compensation regulations, and school assignments
based on teacher effect data. This study highlights the essential components that
should be considered in every multiple-measures teacher evaluation system to provide
critical information to legislators, policy makers, school districts, school leaders and
teachers on what actions to take to improve the academic success of all students.
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